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THE EQUITY AND LAW LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18 LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 





Chairman—JOHN M. CLABON, Esa. 
Deputy-Chairman—Ricut Hon. GEORGE DENMAN. 





Every description of Assurances upon Lives granted. 

The Policies can be made Whole-world and Unconditional. 

The most stringent Tables have been used in Valuing the Society’s 
Liabilities, and most ample Reserve made. Nine-tenths of the 
Profits are divided among the Assured. 

£292,033. 


PREMIUM INCOME - . - 
FUNDS EXCEED - - - £2,930,963. 
In 1895, £293,195 was Divided among Policy-holders. 
Actuary and Secretary—A. F. BURRIDGE. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND .- St. Pancras Station, N.W. 

( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’ s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
and Law Courts, &c. ’ Buses to all parts every minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
—_ é&c.) 





LIVERPOOL ~ ADELPHI - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFO. - MIDL. - Excellent Restaurant. 

LEEDS - - QUEEN’S ~ In Centre of Town. 

DERBY - - MIDLAND - For Peak of ire. 
MORECAMBE MIDLAND . Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 


Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic address “* Midotel.” 
WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


LO8S OR FORFEETURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
























FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, £3,000,000. INCOME, £355,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 


TRUSTEES, 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancellor of England). 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L. 
FREDERIOK JOHN BLAKE, Eeq. 

WILLIAM WILLTAMS, Enq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

From THE Whitsun Vacation Notice, which we print else- 
where, it will be seen that Maruew, J., is to be the Vacation 
Judge, and that he will sit in chambers on Wednesday, the 27th 
inst., for the disposal of urgent Queen’s Bench summonses. 





WE reEcRET to learn that Mr. J. V. Loncsovans, the Chancery 
Taxing Master, is seriously ill; but we believe there is not, as 
yet, any corroboration of the rumour that he has resigned his 
post. 


THERE HAs been no little censure bestowed, both in the pro- 
fession and in the political world, on the Lord Chancellor's 
recent exercise of his county court patronage; but we thiak 
that there can be no exception taken to his latest selection. Mr. 
L. Yate Lez, who has been appointed Judge of the Cheshire 
County Courts (Circuit No. 9), has had much experience of 
practice, and is specially familiar with the law of bankru y> 
| aa constitutes so important a part of the county court jade . 
work. 








Act, 1893, we noticed recently. The effect of the change in ord. 
42, r. 33a, is to enable the Public Prosecutor to obtain delivery 
of impounded documents without going through the formality 
of moving in open court. Hitherto this privi 
allowed to rte Officers. The changes in order 57, 
regulates interpleader, provide for the case 
has withdrawn from ion in consequence of the execution 
creditor admitting the claim of a claimant to the goods. Uader 
prea dope —— 57, r. Hong sheriff in such a =e 
a an order protecting him from any action in respect 
the seizure of the goods. 





Ir 1s a subject of much satisfaction that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer has announced his intention to comply with the 
application of the Council of the Incorporated Law Soci 
a grant in aid of the ex thrown oa the society by recent 
legislation, Of the reasonableness of the jeation there 
can be no question, The Legislature has imposed on the 
society, by the Solicitore Act, 1888, duties in connection with the 
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originally pro that the annual certificate fee payable to 
the aor Merry be raised from 5s. to £1, and that a corre- 
sponding reduction should be made in the annual certificate 
duty.. Subsequently, however, it would seem that the applica- 
tion was reduced to a request that the certificate fee should be 
raised from 5s. to 10s., with, we presume, a corresponding 
reduction in the certificate duty. Until the clause which the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer has undertaken to propose in 
Committee on the Finance Bill has appeared, we are unable to 
state the precise form which the grant in aid will take. It 
appears, however, to be not improbable that it will be a simple 
grant of a proportion of the certificate duty. 





We ake very glad that our correspondent “ W. P.,”” whose 
letter we print elsewhere, has called attention to the great 
momen inconvenience likely to result from the decision in 

Poppleton and Jones’ Contract (ante, p. 478), For the purpose 
of carrying out a deed of arrangement it is essential that the 
trustee under the deed should be able to deal with the pro- 
perty but the result of the decision is to shew that he cannot 

© so in a case where the debtor has been adjudicated bank- 
rupt, and to throw grave doubt on his power to do so even 
where such an adjudication has not taken place. In Re 
Poppleton and Jones’ Contract there had been a deed of arrange- 
ment in pursuance of which the debtor had assigned all his pro- 
perty except tools and wearing apparel to a trustee, and more 
than three months appears to have elapsed after the assign- 
ment so that there was no chance of its being set aside as 
an act of bankruptcy, or as an unlawful preference under 
section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Subsequently to 
the three months the debtor was adjudicated bankrupt, and 
when the trustee under the deed of arrangement wished to 
sell he was met with the objection that no title could 
be made without the concurrence of the trustee in bank- 
ruptecy. But the trustee in bankruptcy is only concerned 
if he is in a position to attack the deed. As we have seen, 
he could not attack it under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; but 
it was said that the deed might possibly have the effect of 
ying creditors, and so be assailable under the statute 13 
.¢. 5. In point of fact there was no evidence of anything 
the kind, and Norra, J., observed that the deed was made in 
interest of creditors, and, in his opinion, could not be upset; 
on the ground that the trustee in bankruptcy might here- 
discover fresh evidence, he declined to force the title on 

The result will be very much the same where 
judication has taken place at the time of sale. It is true 
the purchaser would have the benefit of the proviso in 13 
ce. 5 in favour of bond fide purchasers without notice of 
but under the circumstances he would not be safe in 
g upon this. In the event of a subsequent bank- 
ruptey the failure to have obtained the concurrence of the 
trustee in bavkruptcy would be a blot on his title. Surely the 
possibility of evidence of an intent to defeat creditors 
being discovered hereafter, when all the circumstances of the 
case rendered such discovery extremely improbable, should not 
have been allowed to invalidate the title of the trustee under the 
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Caszs 1s wuicn the validity of bye-laws made by local 
authorities are called in question have very frequently occupied 
the attention of the courts within the last few weeks. In our 
last issue (ants, p. 472) comments were made upon the effect of 
the case of Burnett v. Berry, touching the question of the power 
to make bye-laws creating 2 new offence. Since that case was 
decided a further decision has been given as to the power of a 
county council to impose a penalty upon street betting by means 
of a bye-law for good rule and pn ace made aly anion 
22 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1682 (Godwin y. Walker, 
ants, p. 461). In that case the court declined to construe the 
bye-lew in such 4 way 2s to make it an unreasonable prohibition, 
a reasonable construction of the lan e being ible. A 
sill more important decixim is that of the Lord Chief Justice 
sud Wuwut, J., in Waller v. Stretton (ante, p. 480), & cane 





Council. The bye-law required persons driving or having charge 
of vehicles duriog the hours from sunset to 2 a.m., except 
between the rising and setting of the moon, to carry lighted 
lamps attached to their vehicles so as to shew light in the 
direction in which such persons were proceeding. The court 
differed from the magistrate, and held that the bye-law must be 
taken to apply only to persons driving in public places, and 
that, so restricted, it did not go beyond what was reasonable, 
In reading into the bye-law words restricting its application to 
driving in public places, and so making it reasonable, the court 
seems to have done what Linptey and Kay, L.JJ., declined to 
do in Strickland v. Hayes (44 W. R. 398; 1896, 1 Q. B. 290). But 
the Lord Chief Justice went further, and laid down a general 
rule for the guidance of tribunals in deciding these questions of 
the validity of bye-laws. The courts are, in his opinion, bound to 
support the bye-laws of local authorities as far as possible, 
unless it can be clearly shewn that they have been made without 
jurisdiction or are obviously unreasonable; they ought not 
willingly to pick holes in rules which dealt with local matters 
and local requirements, which the local authorities were often 
better able to judge of than the courts. And, he added, obscure 
bye-laws are not to be construed with greater strictness than 
the obscure enactments of the Legislature; the courts shonld 
strive to construe a bye-law so as to give reasonable effect to it, 
It is clear from this, as from other recent decisions, that the 
prevailing current of judicial opinion sets in favour of support- 
ing local legislation. But it is none the less incumbent upon 
the local authorities to keep within their powers in framing 
bye-laws, and to endeavour to frame them with such clearness 
that no doubt can arise as to their scope and intent, so that, as 
the Lord Chief Justice expressed it, ‘‘ he who runs may read.” 





No one who has seen anything of its working can doubt that 
the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, though it has many 
defects, has been on the whole beneficial to the public. In the 
case, however, of Spiers § Pond (Limited) v. Bennett (ante, p. 
479), an attempt was made to uphold a conviction which, if 
allowed to stand, would have been not only an abuse of a useful 
Act, but an absolute veto on the sale of milk by the glass. The 
conviction was under section 9, for selling a glass of milk from 
which the cream had been abstracted to the extent of 17 per 
cent. Under some of the sections of the Act there can be no 
conviction unless a guilty intention be proved; but under 
section 9 a person may be convicted and fined who sells an 
article of food from which any part has been abstracted so as to 
injuriously affect its quality ‘‘ without making disclosure of the 
alteration,” even although he has no knowledge of any defect 
in such article (Pain v. Boughtwood, 38 W. R. 428; 24 Q. B. D, 
| 353). A certain amount of protection is given to honest 
retailers by section 25, which provides that it shall be a defence 
in any prosecution under the Act if the defendant can shew that 





he bought the article in question with a written warranty as to 
| its quality, that he had no reason at the time of sale to believe 
| it was not in accordance with such warranty, and “ that he sold 
it in the same state as when he purchased it.”” With regard to 

milk, however, it is very difficult for the retailer, even when he 
has got a warranty of purity from the wholesale dealer, to shew 
| that he sold it in the same state as when he purchased it, as 


| milk is so very liable to chenges from internal causes. It seems . 


to be the custom when milk is sold in small quantities to pour 
| the milk when delivered into a churn in the shop, and use it as 
| required, either by drawing it off from the bottom by a tap or 
by lading it out from the top. Then, as the cream rises, it is 
| obvious that early customers in the first case, and late customers 
'in the second case, will get less than their fair share of the 
| cream, unless are taken to keep the milk and cream pro- 
'perly mixed. This state of things was brought to the notice of 
the High Court in Dyke v. Gower (1892,1 Q. B. 220). The 
| retailer of milk, therefore, is not safe in trusting to a warranty 

from the dairy company or wholesale dealer, and in order to 

protect himself is thrown back on the provisions of section 9 nee 
| which imposes a penalty only upon the n who sells the al 
| article ‘‘ without making disclosure of the alteration.” In the case 


whict, bk~ Godvin v. Wallor, arowe upon « byelaw for good |in question it will be seen from the full statement of the facts 
rule and govervment made by the Warwickshire County | (ante, p. 479) that Messrs. Srizne & Ponp seom to have done 
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rerything possible to secure the purity of the milk and their 


safety from penalty. They used an apparatus called a 

»p ree to keep fhe milk and cream well mixed; they sold 
under a warranty from the dairy company which supplied the 
milk; and on the tumbler in which the milk in question was 
sold was inscribed in blue letters the words “‘ not guaranteed as 
pew or pure milk, or with all its cream: see notices.” There 
was also a printed notice on the counter to the effect that 
Messrs. Srrzrs & Ponp purchased under a warranty, took all 
possible precautions to secure purity, but were unable to 
tee the milk to be either new, pure, or with all its cream, 

and did not sellitassuch. It was argued on behalf of the 
prosecution, and decided by the magistrate, that these two notices 
were not a sufficient ‘‘ disclosure of the alteration,” as they did 
not reveal what the actual alteration was, but merely constituted 
a refusal to guarantee the quality of the milk. This view the 
High Court refused to adopt, and quashed the conviction, 
holding that the notices did make a sufficient ‘‘ disclosure ” 
within the spirit of the Act. Any other result would have been 
most unfortunate; for, if the conviction had been affirmed, 
restaurant keepers could have secured themselves from liability 
to ution and punishment only by ceasing to sell glasses of 

at their counters. 





“Jy actions for injuries to land the measure of damages is 
the diminished value of the property or of the plaintiff's interest 
in it, and oa pone | it would gt to agg to its 
original state e on Damages, 5 +» p. 480), or in 
other words, ‘ At that he is entitled to is to be clneiaied for 
the damage he has actually sustained,” ger Lord Anmnerr, O.B. 
(8M. & W., p. 146). But, on the principle that a wrongdoer 
shall not make a profit out of his own wrong, the value of 
the land for the purposes for which it was actually used by 
the wrongdoer has been taken into consideration in some cases 
where the wrongdoer has derived material benefit from his acts. 
Thus in Martin v. Porter (5 M. & W. 351) Panxg, B., at nisi 
priw directed the jury that the plaintiff was entitled to com- 
pensation for the defendant passing through the plaintiff's seam 
of coal with coals gotten from the defendant’s own mines, and 
ought to be paid as for a way-leave (p. 352). The actual 


e sustained by the plaintiff by reason of the wrongful | regula 


we of the underground way would have been trifling; but 
the principle acted upon was that the plaintiff was entitled to 
be compensated upon the footing of a grant of a — 
ata reasonable rent. In Whitwham v. Westminster Brymbo 
Coal and Coke Co. (reported in this week’s WEEKLY Reporter), 
where the — = were — owners, had committed 
r upon tipping or depositing spoil u the 
land, ‘s. had se coma aus tenia weal te be 
awarded on the basis of the ordinary rule or on the principle 
of Martin vy. Porter. The case was not one of wilful treepass, 
the defendants claiming title to the land by virtue of an alleged 
agreement, but failing to establish their claim at the trial 
But in Jegon v. Vivian (19 W.R. 365, L. R. 6 Oh, 742) the 
defendants, who were “innocent trespassers” on the plaintiffs’ 
coal mines had none the less to pay compensation on the foot- 


ing of a way-leave for the passage of coal through the plain- 
tf mines. One Uninetiia ane clearly is Berwecn the 
way-leave cases and a case of tipping—that the use of the 
way for the passage of coal is underground and may be 
surreptitious, whereas in a case of tipping the user is on the 
surface and o But the learned judge thought that the 

on e no substantial difference, and held that the 
damages must be estimated on the principle of the way-leave 
tases. The true distinction appears to be between a trespass 
that is a purely destructive act and one that is beneficial to the 
Wrongdoer, because the benefit imports the application to the 
circumstances of the principle of public policy that no wrongdoer 
thall make a profit out of his own wrong. 





‘ Tu Qanapran Liquor Law case, in which the Privy Council 
elivered Juignens last Saturday, is a good example of the kind 
at may arise under a system of federal govern- 

Cen The British North America Act, 1867, which is the 
adian Act of Union, provides, by sections 91 and 92, for the 


of questions 


.| 91. Following this decision, it is now held that the 








distribution of legislative power between the Dominion Parlia- 
ment and the legislatures of various provinces. Section 91 
enables the Dominion Parliament generally to make laws for 
the peace, order, and good government of Canada, in relation to 
all matters not exclusively assigned to the provincial legisla- 
tures, and it also gives a list of specific subjects with which the 
Dominion Parliament is to deal. This includes “‘ the regulation 
of trade and commerce.” For greater clearness it is expressly 
So be included in the maties epedally asigued to th provincial 
to be included in the matters speci igned to the provinci 
legislatures. The list of the latter pores is contained in sec- 
tion 92, and it includes “‘ property and civil rights in the pro- 
vince.” For many years the province of Ontario has had a 
system of local option, under which any county or town may 
prohibit absolutely the sale of intoxicating liquors by retail, 
though people may obtain consignments of a dozen bottles 
or five gallons provided they are in the identical packages 
in which they come from the man or importer. In 
1886 the Dominion Parliament by the Canada Temperance Act 
of that year aay sag whe gh g end to this system, and it 
enacted a system for the whole of Canada under which places 
desiring prohibition of the liquor traffic might, on petition to 
the Governor signed by a quarter of the voters and sup 
on a subsequent poll by more than half the votes, obtain an 
Order in Council accordingly, but the prohibition thus put in 
force is absolute, and forbids altogether the sale of intoxicating 
liquors save for sacramental or medical p or for use in 
some art, trade, or manufacture. The anak was that Ontario, 
erring her own system, revived it by an Act of 1890, and on 
the validity of this Act the Privy Council has had to decide. 





Ph me, = b a0 delivered pb pega } ene ome 
e way by disposing of the contention a prohibi iquor 
law is a law for the i Ta & tee Mes 
been recently decided by the same tribunal in City of Toronto v. 
Virgo (1896, A. C. 88) that a power to make a bye law for 

and governing a e does not authorize its pro- 
hibition. ‘‘ There is a marked distinction,” it was observed, 
‘to be drawn between the prohibition or prevention of a trade 
and the regulation or governance of it; and indeed a power to 
te and govern seems to imply the continued existence of 


that which is to be or governed.” Thus ibitory 
liquor laws are not within the list of subjects specifically assigned 
to the Dominion Parliament. The im of this conclusion 


lies in the fact that, had they been so included, they would, under 
the provision above referred to, be excluded from the subjects 
assigned to the provincial _—o On the other hand, in 
Russell v. The Queen (7 App. 829), a case which arose u 
the validity of the earlier Cseats Temperance Act of 1878, it 
was held that the Act related to peace, order, and 
—— and so was within the competence of 
minion Parliament under the general provision of section 


FEL 


& 


of 1886 was within the competence of the same Legis- 
lature. From this point, however, the jud t is not so easy 
to follow. Russell v. The Queen was er decided on the 
ground that the Tem Act of 1878 did not affect “ pro- 
= re to fall Depa —_- =) but the 
ivy il now, without apparen ici ivergence, 
hold that a prohibitory liquor law does fall within the category, 
and so is within the competence of a provincial i 
At first sight it would seem that it is thereby excluded from the 
jurisdiction of the Dominion Parliament he 
visions of section 91, but apparently the exclusion does 
apply to laws made for the whole ini 
result is that each Act, the Canada Tem Act of 1886 
the Ontario Act of 1890, is in its own valid. When they 
come into conflict the former Act and 
Souler plece in Ontario atl epectfoally 
0 ace un 
room for each. place can adopt the 
chooses, and since the Canada i . 
field is clear for the Ontario Act to take effect. But if the 
ame place went on the adopt the Canada Act, the provincial 
Act would at once be overborne. The whole case 


very pretty problem in legislation under a federal system. 
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SEVERANCE OF CONTRACTS IN RESTRAINT OF 
TRADE. 
Tue general principles governing the validity of covenants in 
restraint of Sede soe awe well understood, but the recent 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Dubowshi v. Goldstein (44 
W. R. 436) may usefully be referred to as illustrating the rule 
that such covenants are severable, and accordingly they may 
be enforced in part although they are not valid to the full extent 
to which they purport to go. The fundamental principle is that 
the covenant must be reasonable. Primd facie every covenant 
in restraint of trade is aguinst public policy, and therefore bad ; 
but public policy yields to the convenience of individuals, and 
the covenant will be supported if it is reasonably necessary for 
pe ogee of the covenantee. Formerly it was a further 
ition of validity that the covenant should not be in general 
restraint of trade, that is, that it should not be wholly unlimited 
as to space, whether limited as to time or not, for “a limit in 
time does not by itself convert a general restraint intoa partial 
one” (per Bowen, L.J., Mazim-Nordenfeldt Co. v. Nordenfeldt, 41 
W. BR. p. 611; 1893, 1 Ch. 630). But the House of Lords, in 
the case just cited (1894, A. C. 535), abolished this as an irde- 
pendent rule, and held that the test of general or partial 
restraint was included in the more general test of reasonable- 
ness. A covenant even in general restraint of trade is valid, 
provided it satisfies the test that it is not more than is reasonably 
necessary for the protection of the covenantee. 

But when a covenant fails to satisfy this test, and so, if taken 
to its full extent, is incapable of being enforced, it may still be 
possible to sever it into two parts, one of which is no more than 
is reasonable, and in that case it can be partially enforced. This 
principle has been applied in aid of covenants which are exces- 
sive in space. In Price v. Green (16 M. & W. 346) the defen- 
dant had entered into a covenant not to carry on the trade of a 

within the cities of London or Westminster, or within 
600 miles of the same, and it was held by the Exchequer 
Chamber that the restriction was reasonable as regarded 
London and Westminster and to that extent could be enforced, 
but that it was unreasonable as to the 600 miles, and could not 
be enforced. 

Upon the same principle the covenant should be severable 
when it is excessive in other , and there are decisions to 
this effect. In Nicholls v. Stretton (10 Q. B. 346) the plaintiff, 
a solicitor, took the defendant as an articled clerk for 

and the defendant covenanted that he would not 
said term of five years, nor at any time after, inter- 
concerned as attorney or otherwise for any person 
already been, or who should from time to time there- 
become the client of she plaintiff or of any person 
~~ assign his business. The plaintiff brought 
on covenant, assigning breaches in res of 
been his clients before and at the ocak ihe 


a¢ 
qi 


if ttt 
oH 
pet; 

£ 

f 

5 

E 

; 

4 


tert 
Ib 
8 
# 
t 
Brg Fe 
aD 
Hi 


: 
f 
; 
F 


PLULIRES 
aus 
Erg 
nt 
Ge a . 
epryies 
H 3 
§ 
Ag 
{8 
iH: 


- 4 i? 

matter was considered by Nozru, J.,a few years ago in 

- Geary (25 Ch. D. There the defendant in 1885, 

upon entering into the service of the plaintiff Baiwes as milk 
general servant, agreed that he would not, either 
service or afterwards, serve with milk or any other 

dsiry produce any of the customers belonging at any time to 
the plaintdl or his asigns. Barres at that time carried on 
pomp ty hth ve ME render Mid ter pron In March, 
1957, the defendant his service, and, starting in « similar 
business at Twickenham on his own secount, commenced to 
A Exsures’ business. About the same 


~ 
. 


was joined as co-plaintiff. It was objected that, since the 
covenant extended to persons who might become customers of 
the business after the defendant had left his service, it wag 
unreasonable, and therefore void; but Norra, J., upon the 
authority of Nicholls v. Stretton (supra), held that it was sepa- 
rable, and was at any rate good so far as it restrained the 
defendant from serving persons who were customers of Barvgs’ 
business during the time of the defendant’s connection with 
it, and an injunction, limited accordingly, was granted. 

But the application of this principle assumes that the covenant 
is one which is capable of Seow severed into parts. “The 
general rule,” said Wiis, J., in Pickering v. Ilfracombe Railway 
Co. (L. R. 3 C. P., p. 250), “is that where you cannot sever the 
illegal from the legal part of a covenant, the contract is alto- 
gether void, but where you can sever them, whether the 
illegality be created by statute or by the common law, you may 
reject the bad part and retain the good.” And in applying this 
principle to covenants in restraint of trade it seems that it must 
appear either from the covenant itself or from the attendant 
circumstances what are the marks of severance. In the absence 
of such indications the court will not decide for itself how far 
the covenant is reasonable, and enforce it exactly to that extent 
and no further. In Baker v. Hedgecock (36 W. R. 840, 39 Ch. D. 
520) the defendant, on entering the service of the plaintiff, a 
tailor, for a term of three years, agreed not to be in- 
terested in any business whatsoever within a mile of the 
plaintiff's business during the continuance of the term or 
for two years afterwards. COunirry, J., held that the covenant 
was too wide, and that it was not capable of being severed, 
In Price v. Green, he pointed out, the covenant referred 
separately to London and Westminster, and to places within a 
distance of 600 miles, and might therefore be upheld as to the 
two places named, though void as to the 600 miles. But if the 
covenant were against the carrying on of a busiaess in any part 
of the whole world, the court would not, he continued, ascertafh 
what limit was reasonable, and uphold the covenant to that 
extent. The application of this principle, however, to Baker v. 
Hedgecock is not altogether clear, for the fact that the covenant 
related primarily to the business of a tailor, gave the court an 
intimation how it might be severed, and there does not seem to 
be any more definite intimation in Nicholls v. Stretton and Baines 
v. Geary. Covenants relating to persons who at any time 
became customers of the business were there severed into 
covenants relating (1) to customers secured during the continu- 
ance of the engagement, and (2) to those secured afterwards; 
but this severance was the result, not of any express words in 
the covenants, but of a consideration of their effect under the 
actual circumstances. So a consideration of the effect of the 
covenant in Baker v. Hedgecock might have shewed that its ap- 
plication to the business of a tailor could be treated as separate 
from its application to businesses in general. 

In Dubowski v. Goldstein (supra) the circumstances were similar 
to those in Baines v. Geary. The plaintiff was a dairyman 
earrying on his business at several shops in the locality of St. 
George’s-in-the-East. By an agreement dated in May, 1892, 
the defendant agreed to serve him as a milk carrier and general 
servant, and the agreement contained a covenant that the defen- 
dant would not, during the continuance of his service or at any 
time after, deal with or solicit any of the customers who should 


j that the covenant was too wide, since it was unlimited as 
to the place in which the plaintiff's business might be carried 
on, and since also it prevented the defendant from serving any 
person who might at any future time become a customer of the 
plaintiff. As to the first point it was held by the Court of 
| Appeal that the covenant must be construed as referring only 
| to the business carried on in St. George’s-in-the-Kast, and would 
_ not fetter the defendant in the event of the plaintiff commencing 
a new business elsewhere. And as to the customers it was 
that they might be separated into two classes, those who were 
customers during the continuance of the defendant’s employ- 
ment, and those who became customers afterwards. Hence, 
covenant was goat and was enforceable as to the first class of 
customers, although it might be bad as to the other. Since the 





plaintiff did not press for an injunction to the full extent of the 
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principle of Baines v. Geary was thus affirmed. The Court of 
Appeal seem to have considered, however, that the covenant 
~ in its entirety was not wider than was necessary for the 
protection of the plaintiff, and that it was valid, therefore, with- 
out any severance, 








THE AUTHORITY OF MANAGING PARTNERS. 


A rEcENT case in the Oourt of Appeal has been concerned with 
what is not infrequently a rather nice point of mixed law and 
fact—viz., the implied authority given to a managing partuer to 
pledge his firm to some liability or to some course of action. 

he case in question was Zomlinson v. Broadsmith (ante, p. 319 ; 
1896, 1 Q. B. 886). There A., B., and O. had carried on business 
in such a manner as to constitute themselves partners. In the 
course of the business A., who acted as managing partner, 
ordered certain commodities for partnership purposes. An 
action was started by the vendors of the goods to recover their 

ice, and A. thereupon authorized a firm of solicitors to 
defend the action, and appearances were accordingly entered by 
them in accordance with ord. 48a, r. 5, which provides that 

rsons sued as partners in the firm’s name shall appear 
individually in their own names. This was done without the 
knowledge of B. or C. Subsequently judgment was entered 
against the firm, and execution was levied upon B. The latter, 
having paid out the execution, sued the solicitors on the ground 
that they could not legally enter an appearance for him without 
his authority, and also charging them with negligence for 
omitting to apprise him with the result of the action, whereby 
his goods were seized and his credit damaged. The question 
turned, therefore, on the quantum of authority reposed in a 
managing partner in respect of employing a solicitor for the 
purpose of defending an action. Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzs, 
and Riesy, L.JJ., concurred in holding that the managing 
partner was competent to do as he had done, although it might 
not unfairly be argued that it was no part of the business of a 
commercial firm to conduct litigation. They further agreed 
that the solicitors acted quite within their rights in informing 
the managing partner alone of the result of the proceedings, 
leaving it to him to communicate with his co-partners. 

Although the answer to the question whether a managing 
partner has, under given circumstances, carried on the business 
of the firm in such a way as to bind all members of the firm 
depends primarily upon whether or no he has simply conducted 
it in the manner usual in businesses of a like nature, it is not by 
any means so clear in practice as to on which side of the line the 
managing partner’s acts are to be deemed to fall. Many dis- 
tinctions arise owing to the varying practices and neces- 
sities of different pursuits, with the result that what is binding 
upon a firm in one branch of life is not necessarily binding in 
another. Thus bankers and traders generally, who have con- 
stantly to deal with bills, could not carry on their business were 
it necessary to have the signature of every partner when accept- 
ing or indorsing such negotiable instruments; but the rule is 
otherwise in the case of solicitors. This is illustrated in Garland 
v. Jacomb (L. R. 8 Ex, 216), where one of a firm of solicitors 
drew and indorsed a bill in the partnership name. The tran- 
saction was in respect of a private matter of business, and no 
authority had been accorded for the purpose of pledging the 

under such circumstances. Bracksurn, J., in delivering 
the judgment of seven judges, held that “the business of 
attorneys is not such as to render it either necessary or usual to 
draw or indorse bills, and therefore a member of a firm of 
attorneys has not, as such, authority to bind his firm either by 
drawing or indorsing bills.” The same view may be gleaned 
from Hedley v. Bainbridge (3 Q. B. 816), Lord Denman, OJ, 
said: “Partners in trade have authority, as third 
persons, to bind the firm by bills of exchange, for it is the usual 
course of mercantile transactions so todo. . But the 
same reason does not apply to other partnerships. There is no 
custom or usage that attorneys should be parties to negotiable 
ents, nor is it necessary for the purposes of their busi- 


eng,” 
In the same way a managing partner of a mercantile firm 


ledge the partnership property as security, even if to obtain 
Sse tsa be had to aesuee ionally onerous terms. It is an 
essential point, however, that the business must be of such a 
nature as to make this power a necessity for its transaction. A 


case a the above conclusion as a general 
agent may cited in Montaignac v. Shitta (15 A, C. 357), 
where £6,000 had been borrowed at a rate of interest of almost 


30 per cent. In Lindley on Partnership (6th ed., p. 144) it is 
conceived that the rule thus applied to an agent is also applic- 
able to a partner. Solicitors, on the other hand, are not 
capable of being bound by any borrowing transactions of a 
single partner unless the act be expressly authorized or ratified. 
Plumer v. Gregory (L. R. 18 Eq. 621) illustrates this. There a 
sum of £1,700 had been ed to one member of a firm on 
certain representations being made. This money was fraudu- 
lently spent by him. Maxis, V.C., held that this transaction 
was not part of the work of the firm as solicitors, and conse- 
quently the receipt of it by one partner did not render the other 
partners liable. 

Where no questions of tort or fraud enter in, a er may 
also bind his firm in rendering an account, by drawing cheques 
not post-dated, by contracts made in the ordinary course of 
business, by accepting payment of a debt due to the firm, by 
giving a receipt for it, by insuring partnership property, and 
in certain judicial proceedings. Thus he may sue in his own 
name and those of his co-partners without their consent, and 
even against their consent so long as he indemnifies them against 
the costs (Whitehead v. Hughes, 2 Or. & M.318). A partner 
may also defend, as we have seen, without or against the consent 
of his colleagues, provided in the latter alternative he indemnify 
them against the consequences. On the other hand, he may 
not stay proceedings or consent to a reference to arbitration 
(Hatton v. Royle, 3H. & N. 500), inasmuch as such a course 
of action is outside of the province of ordinary business trans- 
actions. In that case two partners, A. and B., dissolved 
ae A. being empowered to receive payment of the 

ebts due. With this object in view he instituted i 
in his own name and that of B. against a partn a 
With the consent of the judge, the action was to 
arbitration, but it was subsequently held that the submission 
was not binding on B. 

Generally speaking, no partner can, unless authorized by 
deed or by the co- oe ees ee ee 
executing a deed. Steiglits v. Egginton (Holt 141) illustrates 
this. There A. and B., partners, had a dispute with C. and 
D., also partners, and agreed to submit the question to 
an arbitrator. The agreement was under seal, and was 
executed by an agent in his own name acting under a power of 
attorney on behalf of A. and B. It was executed on behalf of 
C. and D. by C. alone ‘‘for self and .” An objection 
was raised to this execution, and Grass, C.J., decided that 
“the authority to execute must be by deed. If one partner, 
who does not execute, acknowledge that he gave an authority, 
I must presume that it was a legal authority, and that must be 
under seal and produced. One man cannot authorize another 
to execute a deed for him but by deed. No subsequent 
acknowledgment will do.” The same principle is enun- 
ciated in Harrison v. Jackson (7 T. R. 207) by Lord Kxxyvor; 
he there explains that were it otherwise one partner might 
favour a creditor by giving him a lien upon his colleague's 
property. Dudgeon v. O' Connell (12 Ir. Eq. 566) reveals ciroum- 


stances in which the rule is not applicable. There a joint stock 


banking com Ree og RM. 
po ory > , were <a temnd tor 0 Grek Gent. oe Oe 
benefit of themselves among other creditors of a merchant to 
whom they had made advances. Brapy, L.C., held that to 
declare the bank free from the deed would be to sap the founda- 
tions of commerce, “It would be to say that mo one can 
ever safely become a party to a deed of 

sank io pints, or: Seen eee See 
cerned.” The reason for this t i 

ae me has authority to release 
efrauding the firm, and eo, 4 fortiors, he can forego a portion 
of it by means of a composition. 

The question how far a partner can bind his firm 





may borrow money to meet the necessities of commerce and 


by guaranteeing some payment is not quite clear, but on the 
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ee Bretiel v. Williams (4 Ex. 623) and other cases 
cited in Lindley on Partnership (p. 150), it may be inferred that 
such a course of action is not generally binding, on the ground 
that it is no part of a firm’s business to guarantee the conduct 
of other people. 

The answer to the question whether certain acts done by a 

tner are binding upon his co-partners depends upon whether 
it is essential or usual in the particular business. Let us briefly 
glance at what have been held to be binding and not binding in 
the case of solicitors. Instances are set out at length in White 
on Solicitors (p. 224). The firm is liable if a partner lends a 
client’s trust money improperly, wrongfully brings an action, 
delivers an abstract without notice of incumbrances, suppresses 
counsel’s opinion and advises a client to pursue a different 
course, retains a solicitor to recover a debt due to the firm, 
retains money due to a client or money from a client in settle- 
ment of his affairs, fraudulently deals with a deposit on sale, or 
where money is handed for one purpose to a partner and is used 
for another. 

On the other hand, unless the firm ratifies the act or gives 
special authority, a firm of solicitors is not liable where one 
partner draws a bill or promissory note, or a post-dated cheque, 
Or misuses moneys received by him in a capacity other than 
that of a solicitor. Nor are they liable should a partner misuse 
money entrusted by a client for investment in any security he 
may find without further communication, nor yet for bonds 
deposited with one partner without the other’s knowledge, nor 
yet for frauds of a partner who is a mortgagor. The same 
exemption applies where a partner undertakes to pay a debt and 
co-ts due from a client, or where one partner instructs a solicitor 
to sppear nad confess judgment for another partner. 

The above is a short résumé of the authority resting in 
managing partners ; it is extensive, and rightly so, if commercial 
transactions are not to be trammelled by intricacies of detail. 
A partner stands in a dual capacity to his co-partners, he is at 
once their agent and their co-principal ; and as such his powers 
must be unfettered, except in so far as their unlimited freedom 
a open the door to gross frauds on his colleagues or the 
public. 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Company Law.—The Select Committee of the House of Lords on 
the Companies Bill has been constituted as follows: The Lord 
CHANCELLOR, the Eart of Leven and MELVILLE, the Earl of 


Lord MacwaGuTes, Lord Monckton, Lord Farrer, Lord Davey, 
Lord Jaues Lord AtpENHAM, and Lord WoLVERTON. 


Law or Drvoxce.—The object of the Law of Divorce Amendment 
Bill, as stated in the prefatory memorandum, is to prevent the 
eburches and chapels of the Church of England from being used for 
the solemnization of the i of any person who has been 
divorced on the ground of his or her adultery, or graver offence of the 
like kind, and to invalidate such marriages where both parties have 
knowingly procured the marriage to be solemnized in a church or 
chapel of the Church of . The Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
by section 57, expressly —— oye it shall be ae (he a 

to marry again as i ptior marriage issolv: 
by death, provided however that no cler, m of the Church of 
is to be compelled to solemnize the new i 
lisble to any suit or penalty for refusing todo so. But section 58 


requires the c man so to permit the performance of the 
marriage in bis charch, if the parties are y entitled to be married 
there, by any other 


onpene. “See to repeal the 
proviso to section 57 the whole of section 58, and to enact 

2s follows: marriage of any person whose former 
marriage shall have been dissolved on the ground of his or her 
i whose former husband or wife, as the case 


may be, is living, shall be solemnized in any church or chapel of the 
Church of and any solemnized contrary to the 
provisions of Act with the know Be sed od pow Meme 
shall be voii.” The Bill, which has been introduced by Lord Harirax, 
has been read « second time in the House of Lords. 
Avutsisrzation oy Vetates.—A Bill under the title of the Ad- 
ministration of Ustates (Consolidation) Bill has been in 





namely, executorship ; intestacy and grant of administration ; duties, 
rights, and liabilities of personal representatives ; payment of debts - 
distribution of estate; and supplemental. Some of the enactments 
in question are of considerable antiquity. Thus, for the rule that an 
executor of an executor represents the original testator we have to go 
back to 25 Edw. 3, st. 5, c. 5. The Bill appears to be identical with 
that introduced last year, and we then gave a detailed account of the 
statutes which it affected (39 SoLictrors’ JOURNAL, 554). 


Law or Larceny.—The Larceny Bill, which also, in a somewhat 
different form, has been before the House of Lords previously, hag 
been introduced by the Lord Chancellor and read a second time, Its 
object is to remove the anomaly that the receiving of stolen property 
is no crime when the property has been stolen outside this country, 
The Bill proposes to make such an act a crime punishable with 
servitude for any term not less than three years and not more than 
seven years, or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding two years 
with or without hard labour. There is a sub-clause defining in what 
circumstances the offence is to be a felony or a misdemeanour, but in 
its present form it does not seem to be intelligible, and it will require 
redrafting, 

Brits ADVANCED.—The Land Charges Bill, the Stannaries Bill, and 
the Parliamentary Costs Bill have each been read a second time in the 
House of Lords; and the Short Titles Bill has passed through 
Committee in the same House. 








REVIEWS. 
PUBLIC HEALTH. 


LuMLey’s Pusiic HEALTH. THE PoBLIC HEALTH Acts, ANNOTATED 
WITH APPENDICES CONTAINING THE VARIOUS INCORPORATED 
STATUTES AND ORDERS OF THE LocaAL GOVERNMENT Boarp, 
Fifth Edition. In two volumes. By ALEXANDER MAcMORRAN, 
M.A., one of her Majesty’s counsel, and S. G. Lusurneron, M.A, 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The editors of Lumley’s Public Health have had no easy task 
before them in preparing a new edition of this standard work on the 
Public Health Acts. The fourth edition is little more than three 
years old; but during that interval the Legislature has been active 
in passing important measures relating to public health and local 
government generally, and the courts have made large additions to 
the mass of case-law cw ac upon the subject. Of the new Acts, the 
most important are the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, the 
Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1894, and the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1894, which last Act entirely alters the method of election 
of sanitary authorities and the qualifications of their members, 
besides conferring new powers and imposing new duties upon those 
bodies. These Acts, so far as they affect sanitary authorities, all find 
their place in the body of the new edition, and many other revent 
enactments relating to the subject in hand are set out in the appen- 
dices. The notes, and in particular the references to cases have 
brought thoroughly up to date; and the addenda contain case 
decided while the work was going through the press, up to a very 
few weeks of the date of publication. It was inevitable that the siz 
of the work should be increased, and the editors have chosen the best 

ible method of enlarging the new edition. Two volumes have 
Been substitated for one, and—most important of all—each volume 
contains a complete index to the whole work, a footnote to the pages 
of the index shewing in which volume any particular page will be 
found. The practical difficulties attending the use of two large 
volumes of ths same work are thus reduced to a minimum. 

The first volume contains the Public Health Act, 1875, which 
forms the basis of our sanitary law so far as the provinces are oon 
cerned, and the Acts —— it. All these are fully annotated; 
repealed sections are retained for comparison with new enactments, 
but are printed in italics. The notes to the Local Government Ad, 
1894, are to a large extent a reprint of the notes to Macmorran and 
Dill’s edition of that Act, but recent decisions have been 
The second volume contains an appendix of the statutes either 
incorporated with the Public Health or bearing upon the law of 
public health less directly than the Acts set out in the first volume 
A second appendix comprises the more imporf&nt orders of the Local 
Government Board as to public health kindred matters. Thee 
orders are often of great service to the practitioner; the 
difficulty is to find them readily. In the present edition have 
been arranged under general titles in al ineheiiesl enenenen 4 
of them (also alphabetical) is given in contents at the 
of the second volume. The editors have thus made it easy to the 


troduced by | orders relating to any particular subject, and have made their collec 


tion of orders of great willy Whether orders which ate # 
& transitory nature (such as those relating to the elections of 


The | councillors in the present year) ought to have been i 
questionable, but as spent orders are not infrequently incorporate 
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by reference in subsequent orders it is probably safer to include them. 

together the new edition will be invaluable and indispensable to 
all concerned in the interpretation or administration of that most 
complicated part of our law—the law of public health and local 
government. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Law Magazine and Review. A Quarterly Review of Jurisprudence 
and Quarterly Digest of all Reported Cases. Edited by Sir G. 
SHERSTON BAKER, Bart. May, 1896. Stevens & Haynes. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LONG VACATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The object of the motion discussed on the 24th ult. was to 
make it possible to carry on the preliminary stages of litigation 
throughout the year. The opponents of this reform complained (1) 
that we were really aiming at abolition of the vacation, (2) that 
under a proposed alteration of the present system the future substi- 
tute for pleadings will become so important that leading counsel will 
be needed for their preparation. 

(1) Was a fair move. If we had proposed curtailment, they would 
have said, Why not ask for what the council and society have 
already recommended, ‘leave to deliver pleadings and carry on 
interlocutory proceedings.” It is a mode of fighting which often 
succeeds for a time. 

(2) As to the pleadings, the letter of a ‘‘ Member of the Council ” 
states that the rule sought to be annulled has “little practical bear- 
ing” on cases where the pleadings are prepared by solicitors. Such 

eadings, of course, cannot be delivered nor the actions pressed on 
in the Long Vacation, and if your correspondent will remind 
himself of this he will see that he has given himself away as 
to ‘the vast proportion” of the actions in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. 

As to the more important cases he refers to in the Queen’s Bench 
Division and in the Chancery Division, I join issue as to the necessity 
for seeing leading counsel in more than a very small percentage— 
an infinitesimal percentage—of such cases, and in such very 

ial cases as those would be there would be no doubt of or 
difficulty in obtaining time over the vacation until these great men 


The suggestion of delivering pleadings with a view to amending 
afterwards, came from the council side of the table, and it is difficult . 
to believe it was seriously made in the sense in which it was put 


tion by order of a master, and the only change now is that 
approved at the Norwich ing in 1892, at the general 
meeting in London in January, 1895, at the Li meeting in 
October, 1895, and at the general meeting in on in January, 


1896, viz.—to reverse this ure by making pleadings deliver- 
able in the Long Vacation Eiht an order, power being reserved to 
a master to prevent the deli of ings in any exceptional case, 
on. ee eee ee . and by ‘“‘A Member of the 


It is noticeable that all the instances given in the list framed by 
‘* A Member of the Council” are di from the point of view of 
the defendant, the party who wants delay, and not from the point of 
ene who should be protected from delay. 
id may paraphrased the plaintiff's point of view as 
ollows :— 


1. Action for negligence against a railway company. Why should 
> plaintiff be aera to wait two and a months to “go 
whether the railway company contest negligence, or accuse 
plaintiff of contributory cosines or fraud? Why should a 
railway company, with its vast resources, keep the intiff at bay 
for so long a period, and D a nag him from p ing for trial ? 


2. Action for libel or der, may be dealt with in the same way. 
If there is any action which ought to be pushed on with all it 
is that in which a man seeks to clear his character and to set hi 
right before it is too late to do so with effect or adequate benefit. 

3. A patent case. Again an action which, owing to its complexity, 
expense, and difficulty, should not be open to delay by a defendant, 
especially if the patent is nearly expiring. 

The other instances given by ‘‘ A Member of the Council” are 
given without comment, and may be capped by the following :— 

4, A commercial action. 

5. An action of debt or on a bill of exchange. 

6. An action affecting the title to land. 

No one denies that judges and officials m st have a peried of 
relaxation, and no one can assert that solicitors are to be condemnei 
to enforced idleness in order that judges and officials should have an 
excessive holiday. The Norwich resolution safeguarded all. Many 
a judge would, however, I imagine, gladly exchange the Riviera in 
February or March for the fogs of on, and many an official 
would probably with one who said to me some time that 
he would gladly give up some of his Vacation if he could take 
see. ee period of the year that suited himself and his 
‘amily. 

The opinion of Mr. Roscoe commands the respect of us all, but we 
have to set against it the opinion of Mr. Rawle, also a representative 
of a large agency house. For myself, I may say that the Long 
Vacation is to the resident partner the most trying time of the whole 





forward. 

This question of the Long Vacation is the question between solici- 
tors who desire to be able to see their own time and their clerks’ 
fairly occupied all the year round, and to encourage clients to bring 
them business by the knowledge that it can be carried through 
without unnecessary delay, and solicitors whose business is not 
affected by the delays of litigation or affected so little that they can 
afford to disregard them. I believe the bulk of the profession to be 
in the former class, and I think that these latter gentlemen should 
stand by us in what affects our interests as loyally as we stand by 
them in reference to the Land Registry and erat 5h, questions. 


. E. GRIBBLE. 
38, Bedford-row, London, W.C., May 13. 








[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The letter of ‘A Member of the Council” in your issue of 
Saturday last should not, I think, be passed over without reply, and 
; a therefore be much obliged if you can find space to insert this 


The motion at the general meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society held on the 24th ult. raised only the question of the abolition 
of the close time for pleadings, but the debate turned upon the | 
question of the retention or abolition of the Long Vacation. The 
result therefore cannot be regarded as conclusive on the question 

by the motion. 

No one —_ in favour of the retention of the Long Vacation as it 
now is, tr. Lake, Mr. Walters, and Mr. Winterbotham, the 
ga —— of the motion, all spoke in favour of shortening | 

© Long Vacation, and in this, I imagine, most solicitors would | 
be entirely with them. I think the ng Vacation might well 
commence with the Bank Holiday in August and terminate about 
the 24th of September. 


Then comes the point at which we differ. I would place this 


shortened vacation on the same footing in all respects as the other ss it is desirable to have the 
» 


three vacations, and thus would abolish the close time for pleadings ; 
it seems to me that far too much alarm is expressed at this 
simple proposal. Pleadings are now deliverable in the Long Vaca- 








year. The solicitor cannot close his offices as the barrister closes his 
chambers, and the judge his court; and the difficulty of controlling 
the rush and pressure that sets in with July, and the hurried and 
more or less perfunctory manner in which litigation is often disposed 
of as the 12th of August ap es ; of persuading the suitor that the 
long delay of the Lang acation is unavoidable and had best be 
acquiesced in by him; of ing an adequate holiday for each 

tner and clerk while yet retaining a sufficient staff to deal with 

ng Vacation business (business consumes twice as much time 
and demands twice as much patience as business at any other time o' 
the year), and of picking up at the end of October the threads of the 
tangled skein that were off before the Long Vacation began, 
are serious and growing difficulties which must be met, and withou 
delay, unless we would see such business diverted from the courts to 
chambers of commerce and other lay or private tribunals. 

F. Rowngy Pasksn. 

12, New-court, Carey-street, London, May 15. 


~ 





DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I hope the case of Re and Jones’ Contract (ante, p. 
478) will be taken to the Court of Appeal, as I venture to think the 
decision of Mr. Justice North is open to question. . 

If ppb peer be beer tee de ee oe snaartchenan 
a deed of arrangement can never make a title to property (where 
debtor is subsequently adjudicated bankrupt), unless the trustee in 
bankruptcy either concurs in the sale or disclaims. 

From the report in Re 
months had el: between 
so that the deed was not void under seotion 4, sub-seotion | («) of the 
Bankruptoy Act, 1888, neither was it shewn how the deed could, 
fact, be avoided, 

As so many insolvent estates are now realised under 

opinion 


Appeal on the point, W. P. 
mdon, May 9. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topica.” —Bp. S. J] 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Wuirtsun VacaTion, 1896. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whitsun Vacation.—All applications which may require to 
he immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to Mr. Justice 
Mathew, whose address may be obtained at the Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

Mr. Justice Mathew will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, 
May 23rd, to Monday, June Ist, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wed- 
nesday, May 27th, at 11 a.m., for the disposal of urgent Queen’s Bench 
stmmonses. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent 
to the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a te sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 

of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter, To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy 
of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 





RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT (MARCH), 1896. 
OrperR XLII., Rute 333. 

1. Order XLII., Rule 334, shall have effect as if there were inserted 
after “‘ them ” in the last line but one the words “‘ or of the Director 
of Public Prosecutions,” and, at the end of the Rule, the words “‘ or 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions.” 


Orper LVII., RvLe 2 (c). 


2. Order LVII., Rule 2 (c), is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :—That the applicant, except where he 
is @ sheriff or other officer charged with the execution of process by or 
under the authority «f the High Court who has seized goods and who has 
withdrawn from possession in consequence of the execution creditor ad- 
mitting the claim of the claimant under Rule 16 of this Order, is willing 
to pay or transfer the subject-matter into Court, or to dispose of it 
as the Court or a Judge may direct. 


Orpeer LVIL, Ruiz 16a. 


3. When the execution creditor has given notice to the sheriff or 
his officer that he admits the claim of the claimant, the sheriff may 
withdraw from possession of the goods claimed, and may 
apply for an order protecting him from any action in respect of the 
said seizure and possession of the said goods, and the Judge or 
Master may make any such order as may be just and reasonable in 
respect of the same: Provided always, that the claimant shall receive 
notice of such intended application, and if he desires it, may attend 
the bearing of the same. and if he attend, the Judge or Master may, 
in and for the purposes of such application, make all such orders as 
to costs as may be just and reasonable. 

4. These Rales may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(March), 1896, end cach Rule may be cited separately by the heading 
thereof with reference to the Rales of the Supreme Court, 1883; they 
shall come into operation on the ist day of June, 1896. 





MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 1394. 
REGISTRY. 


Notice ishereby given, that the Commissioners of Customs, under 
the given to them by section 65 of the above-named Act, and 
with the ¢ comsent of the Board of Trade, have made certain alterations 
ie the Forms set out in the first part of the first Schedule to the 
said Act, and have ibed Forms of the instruments and docu- 
ments specified in p second part of the said Schedule. 

These Forms are to be used im the British Islands in all transactions 
relating to ships, on and after the first day of July next ; and such of 
the Forms = are used by the — may now be obtained from 

jatears © ipping, or agents duly authorized by the Station 
ntbowel mane. - 

With to other portions of Her Majesty’s Dominions, and to 
all places (ther than the British Islands) where Her Majesty has 

ion, the Vorms are to be brought into use on such date as may 


be spyxinted. 


By order of the Board, 


Joum CovnEnoux. 


JUVENILE OFFENDERS IN PRISON. 


In pursuance of the powers vested in me by the Prison Acts, 1865 and 
1877, I hereby make the following Rules with respect to the treatment of 
juvenile offenders :— 
1. Every prisoner under the age of sixteen shall be classed as a 
juvenile offender, and shall be treated under the following Rules :— 
2. If the sentence be for one month and upwards, he shall be located in 
a prison in the district in which accommodation is set apart for juvenile 
offenders. If the sentence be under one month, he shall be retained in 
the prison to which he has been committed, but be lodged in a part of the 
prison where he shall be completely separated from the adult prisoners. 
3. A juvenile offender shall exercise, receive school instruction, and 
be seated in chapel apart from and, if possible, out of sight of adult 
prisoners, with whom he shall not, on any occasion, be permitted to come 
into contact. 
4. In the case of a juvenile offender the ordinary prison discipline 
shall be mitigated in the following manner :— 
(a) He shall not be required to sleep on a plank bed. 
(6) He shall be allowed special library books as well as books of 
instruction, from the time of his reception and throughout his sentence. 
(c) He may be employed in association with other juvenile offenders 
in workshops, or in out-door work such as gardening, &c. 
(@), He shall, as far as possible,.be instructed in a trade which may be 
useful to him on release. 
(e) He shall, if medically fit, be exercised daily at physical drill in 
lieu of, or in addition to, walking exercise, with a view to his physical 
development. 
5. A juvenile offender may be allowed by the visiting committee to 
receive extra visits, if, in their opinion, such visits are desirable and calcu- 
lated to improve his moral welfare and future career. 
6. Whenever a child under 14 years of age is committed to prison, the 
greene shall report his reception direct to the Under-Secretary of State, 

ome Office, the same day that the child is first received into custody or 
again received after having been brought before the court on remand or 
otherwise, unless by the warrant of commitment such child is ordered to 
be detained in a reformatory or industrial school. 
7. It shall be the duty of the chaplain to devote individual attention 
and care to the juvenile offenders, and, in ts yee with the visiting 
committee and the Discharged Prisoners’ Aid Society, to make every 
possible provision for their protection and care on discharge. 
Settled and approved the 17th day of April, 1896. 

M. W. Ruvtey, 
One of Her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
LEO STEAMSHIP 00. (LIM.) v. CORDEROY AND OTHERS—No. 1, 8th 
and 11th May. 


Marzrse Insunance—Insunine Synpicate—OBs.icatTion To RetnsunE—Jomnt 
on Severna, Os.ticaTtion—Sgcuriry—Jorint or SEVERAL. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs in the action from the judgment 
of Mathew, J. (1 Com. Cas. 300). The action was brought to recover the 
sums of £3,000 and £4,150 for a total loss on two policies of marine 
insurance, dated the 18th of February, 1895, and the 19th of June, 139, 
on the steamship Leo, underwritten by the defendants, who were members 
of the Shipowners’ Syndicate (Reassured). A totalloss was admitted, and 
the plaintiffs claimed that defendants were jointly liable for the said 
amount. Upon each of the policies there was indorsed, in addition to the 
amount insured and the names of the members of the syndicate and the 
proportion of their respective ane uy ers the following clause: ‘‘ The 
Shipowners’ Syndicate (Reassured). Special clause No. 2. It is specially 
agreed that the assured are hereby entitled, by way of further security 
for the performance of the obligations of the subscribing underwriters, 
and each and every of them, to the benefit, by way of first charge, of the 
policies of reinsurance effected, or to be effected, and all moneys received 
thereunder.—John M. Corderoy, Manager.’’ By Nos. 11 and 16 of the 
rules under which the syndicate was constituted it was provided as fol- 
lows: ‘11. The said manager shal] be bound forthwitli, as risks are 
accepted on bebalf of the members of the syndicate, to reinsure the whole 
of the total loes risks, and the remainder of all other risks shall be dealt 
with in such manner as may be determined by the said manager. . . .” 
“16. All policies of reinsurance and all moneys received thereunder sball 
be held in trust by the said ree marily as security for 
the assured under each policy the of which is reinsured ; and by way 
of extra security for such assured in the event of banksuptcy of any mem- 
ber of the syndicate the followin clause is to be inserted in every 
policy.’’ Here followed the » clause No. 2 as set out above. Certain 

reinsurances were effected with mutual clubs in accordance with the pro- 
| visions of this special clause. Some of the members of the syndloate 

stopped payment, and the plaintiffs thereupon brought n action, claim- 
ing that the reinsurances were joint insurances in favour of the syndicate, 
and that there wae thus created a joint security on which they, the 
original assured, were entitled to a first charge. Mathew, J., held that 
the obligation on the part of the members of the syndicate to rolnsure = 





Castom House, London, May 5, 1996. 


a several and not # joint obligation. It was not intended by 
“ special clause’ and the rules of the syndicate that each member should 
contract that the whole risk should be reinsured, or that each should con- 
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tract that the whole fund should be charged. The special clause meant 
that there should be a reinsurance of the liability of each underwriter, 
and that on that reinsurance the assured should have a first charge. 

member was liable for himself, and there was no joint responsibility. 
He further held that where reinsurances were effected each several 
liability was reinsured, and that the reinsurance did not and could not in 
law create a joint insurance. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L. Smrru and Ricsy, L.JJ.), in 
aconsidered judgment, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R.—The policy was like an ordinary Lloyd’s policy. It 
bore the names of several underwriters: these were not partners, but 
each entered into a separate contract of insurance. Each, therefore, was 
only liable separately for the amount which he had subscribed. It would 
be contrary to the whole system of insuring by separate policies under- 
written on the same document to hold that the underwriters as reg 
theassured, were partners. Then there was a separate contract on the 

. The underwriters undertook to reinsure so as to give a further 
security to the assured, and they gave the assured a charge upon that re- 
insurance. Each underwriter’s interest was to pay the proportion he had 
subscribed, and that was all he could reinsure. If an underwriter paid 
the original assured, he could recover on the policy of the reinsurance, but 
only for his own benefit. He had no insurable interest in the nsks under- 
written by the other underwriters. The effect of giving the charge was 
that if the underwriter reinsured and then became bankrupt the assured 
could give notice of the charge to the trustee in bankruptcy, whose duty 
it then would be to pay the assured. There was no joint contract in the 

icy by each underwriter that he would reinsure the whole amount at 
risk under the policy, or see that the other underwriters did so. The 
meaning of the special clause was that there should be a reinsurance of 
the liability of each underwriter, and that the assured should have a first 
charge on the reinsurance. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 

Riosy, L J., agreed that the appeal should be dismissed. He however 
was of opinion that no considerations of insurance law or commercial 
law should be allowed to prevent the special clause from fully giving an 
equitable charge. The subject matter of the charge was the moneys to 
be received under all the policies of reinsurance. The charge was a 
security for the performance of the obligations of all the underwriters. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and English Harrison ; 
Bucknill, Q.C., and D. C. Leck; Gore Brown; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and 
H. F. Manisty. Sottcrrors, Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Leitch, Dodd, Bram- 
well, ¢ Bell, Newcastle-on-Tyne; May, Sykes, § Co.; A. J. Oliver; W. A. 
Crump § Son. 

[Reported by E. G. Stittwett, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG, v. JUSTICES OF LONDON—No. 1, 6th May. 


Poor Rarp—ApreaL—AssEssMENT CoMMITTEE APPEARING RY THEIR CLERK 
—Ricut or CLERK TO BE Hearnp—Orpgrs or County or Lonpon 
Quarter Szssrons, 1890, r. 10—Vatvuation (Mxrropotis) Act, 1869 (32 
& 33 Vicr. c. 67), ss. 27, 62. 


Appeal from an order of the Queen’s Bench Division discharging a 
rule nisi for a mandamus to the justices of London, reported ante, p. 419. 
Messrs, T. R. Roberts (Limited) appealed to the Quarter Sessions for the 
County of London against an assessment of their premises, and previously 
to the hearing of the appeal terms were arranged between the assessment 
committee, who had appeared by their clerk as respondents to the appeal, 
and Messrs. Roberts. In pursuance of instructions from the assessment 
committee, their clerk, who was not a solicitor nor a barrister, copes 
before the Court of Quarter Sessions to consent to the alterations in the 
valuation list agreed upon, when the chairman refused to hear him or to 
accept his consent on behalf of the assessment committee, on the ground 
that under rule 10 of the Orders of the County of London Quarter 
Sessions, 1890, consents must be signified by counsel. The Divisional 
Court having discharged a rule nisi for a mandamus to the quarter sessions 
to hear the clerk to the assessment committee upon the appeal, and to re- 
ceive his consent, the assessment committee appealed. y section 27 of 
the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869, ‘“ the justices in assessment 
sessions’ (now the Quarter Sessions for the County of London, by section 
42, sub-section 10, of the Local Government Act, 1888) “may, 
with the approval of one of her Majesty’s principal Secretaries of State, 
make from time to time for the purpose of regulating the pro- 
ceedings on appeals to them under this Act.”’ By section 62 “‘ an assess- 
ment committee may appear on any appeal by their clerk.”” By rule 10 
of the Orders of the County of London Quarter Sessions, 1890, made and 
approved under section 27, ‘‘ consents ehall be signified by counsel in open 
court,’’ 


Tus Covnr (Jord Esuszr, M.R., A. L. Sura and Riony, L.JJ.) dis- 

the appeal. 

Lord Esuen, M.R., said that the language of section 62 of the Valua- 
tion (Metropolis) Act, 1869, which was obviously technical language, was 
applied to the everyday circumstances of litigation. Li ts must appear 

the court which had to deal with them. After they had appeared 

h Were always several proceedings to be taken before the court could 
etermine the matter before it. ‘The language of section 62 was perf 

wry The assessment committee might appear on any appeal by their clerk. 

o t i instead of calling upon each member of the committee to appear, 

pve k might appear for them. It was unnecessary to consider 

ether he could instruct counsel direct, as that ar was not before 

» Then, after appearance, there were dings to be taken on the 

» 4nd section 27 provided as to that that the quarter sessions might 

fur the purpose of regulating p 


section for the purpose of capeeiies se on appeals. One of the 
proceedings that might req to be taken be to give consents upon 


ap’ . The rule was therefore not ultra vires, and governed this case ; 
and under it the consent must be signified by counsel in court. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. Rule 10 was made section 27 of 
the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869, and came within the words of that 
section. It was — that section 62 = ed effect that the assess- 
ment committee might appear on any a heard by their cl 
and that therefore rule 10 was ultra fas gaat nowt was not his lordship’s 
reading of section 62. That section provided how the assessment com- 
mittee might get into court on an appeal. There was a certain difficulty 
about the matter, as otherwise they might all have to be served and 
appear. Section 62 provided that this numerous body might get into 
court by their clerk. They might appear by their clerk. ion 27 
dealt with what might be done after they had appeared by their clerk. 
Rule 10 meant that after they had appeared by their clerk they must be 
represented by counsel to give their consent on an appeal. 

icBy, L.J., concurred.—Counsgi, 7. W. Chitty; Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., 
and H, Avory. Souicrrors, A. M. Bramall; EB. W. Beal. 


[Reported by W. F. Baxnry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re STUART & OLIVANT AND SEADON’S CONTRACT—No. 2, 4th and 5th 
May. 
Venpor anD PurcuasErn—Documents or Tite not rx VENpDoR’s Posses- 
ston, Expsnsgs or Ostarnrnc—Liasrmity or Purcuassn—Converan- 
cine Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 3, suB-secrion 6. 


This was an ap from a decision of Stirling, J., upon a parchaser’s 
summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. In November, 1895, 
Messrs. Stuart & Olivant contracted with Mr. Charles Seadon for the sale 
to him at the price of £195 of certain leasehold property, of which the 
vendors were mor . The root of the vendors’ title was an under- 
lease of the 13th of October, 1865. The conditions of sale contained 
nothing to shew that this underlease was not in the vendors’ possession, 
or that it would not be produced to the purchaser and handed over to him 
on completion ; but on the investigation of title it appeared that the under- 
lease comprised other property besides that agreed to be sold to the pur- 
chaser, and that the vendors had only an attested 
did not even know where the original was. The v 
to make, at the purchaser’s expense, further searches with the view of 
finding in whose possession the original was, insisting that section 3, sub- 
section 6, of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which throws upon the purchaser 
** the of searching for, procuring, making, verifying, and pro- 
ducing al certificates, declarations, evidences, and information not in the 
vendor’s possession,” applied to the case. The purchaser then took out a 
vendor and purchaser summons, claiming a ion that by reason of 
the vendors’ refusal to furnish the purchaser, save at his own expense, with 
information as to the whereabouts of the underlease, a good title had not 
been shewn. Stirling, J.,on the 10th of March, 1896, decided that the 
purchaser was not entitled to the declaration he claimed, and the pur- 
chaser appealed. 

Tue Goer (Linpigy, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 
without calling upon counsel for the respondents. 

Lryozey, L.J., said: I do not think we can take a different view of the 
construction of the Act from that which has been taken by Stirling, J. 
One cannot but bear in mind that there was a time when, owing to the 
requisitions of purchasers, very heavy and unnecessary expenses were 
thrown upon vendors. The object of section 3, sub-section 6, of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, was to check that abuse. Whether in doing that 
the Legislature has not gone a little too far, and imposed too onerous 
terms on a purchaser, is another matter. : 
what we have to do is to construe the Act. 
this sub-section is, in the first , that it 
has nothing whatever to do with the duty of 
curing deeds. Accordingly, it was held by 
Johnson § Tustin (33 W. R. bi Ch. D. = 
to supply a proper abstract, must pay expense 
deed sebich C aeoneney for that purpose ; and in Moody 
785, 30 Ch. D. 344) that the or must complete his 
any document which is essential to shew that 


questions of title ; but we have here to do with 
information. Well, now, for the life of 


is addressed, expenses of obtaining . 
me I cannot get out of the language of this section. The section appears to 
me to have thrown this expense on the purchaser, in language 
too plain to be escaped from. To give effect to the very ingenious 
ment of Mr. Swinfen Eady and Mr. Stewart Smith would be to 
hard b i = cot hatp i ‘ think Stisling, J jai 
hard one, but I cannot t. » J., Was quite ri 
that the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lorrs, L.J., said that if he thought it at all 
much like to relieve the of the 
upon him. The object of the section was, no doubt, 
from vexatious requisitions; but he thought the 
further than was requisite. But there was the Act of 
applied to the case. 
<ay, L.J., said that before the Con 
clearly have been bound to get the 





roceedings on appeals. 
took place after appearance, Rule 10 was malts undor that 
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at. There was considerable hardship, for a vendor might not have, or 

know where to find, any of the documents in a long chain of title, and yet 

he need not make any condition throwing the expense of searches on the 

haser. If the Legislature had carefully considered what they were 

, they would not, his lordship thought, have made the section quite 

80 wide; but it could not be construed so as not to apply te this case.— 

CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Stewart Smith; Elgood. Soxicrrors, J. 
Howard Smith ; Layton, Sons, § Lendon. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxenzis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re CLARKE’S REGISTERED DESIGN, No. 206,870—No. 2, 11th May. 


Dzsten—ReEmovAL FRoM ReGIsteER—DEsIGN ALREADY IN Usk ror DIFFERENT 
Purrosse—Omission or Part or Oxtp Dssign—Parents, DEsicns, AND 
Traps-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57)—Parents, Dzsiens, 
anDd Trapg-Marks Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50). 


This was an a from an order of North, J., refusing to order the 
removal from the register of a design for an electric lamp shade. The 
ap ion to expunge the design was made on the ground that it was 
neither new nor original. The court was satisfied, upon the evidence, that 
the form of lamp shade common and well known in the United Kingdom 
before electric lighting was invented consisted of three parts: a reflect- 
ing screen and a ventilating top—neither of which differed substantially 
from the registered design—and a 7 on the ventilating top. The 
chimney was omitted from the registe: design, being useless for the 

of electric lighting. It was admitted that the shape registered 
not before been used for electric lamps. 

Tue Covrrt (Linvtey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linotey, L.J., said that the design being on the register it was for the 
applicants to make out their case. The important regulations on the sub- 
ject were contained in sections 47, 50, 52, 53, 55, 58, 60, and 90 of the Act 
of 1883, in rules 4, 5, 9, 12, and 15 of the Rules of 1890 and 1893. The 
important questions were whether this was a design, and whether it was 
new oF original when registered and had not previously been published in 
the U: Kingdom. ‘‘ Design ’’ was defined by section 60 of the Act of 
1883, and must be taken to be used there in its ordinary meaning of some- 
thing marked out, a plan or representation of something. Utility was 
immaterial for this purpose. It was not clear whether there was really any 
distinction intended between ‘‘ new’’ and “‘original.’’ A design old in its 
application to some manufactured article was not necessarily entitled to pro- 
tection when applied to a new substance, even though the new substance 
belonged to a different class from the former: Re Bach’s Design (38 W. R. 174, 
42. Ch. D. 661). But where the two substances were very widely different the 
new application might constitute a new or original design: Hecla Foundry 
Co. v. Walker, Hunter, § Co. (14 App. Cas. 550). Now, if this design was 
common for such lamps as were used before electric lighting was invented , 
the design ought to be expunged. The case, therefore, must be decided 
by looking at the shape of this design and comparing it with lamps or 
shades previously known : Hecla Foundry Co. v. Waiker (ubi supra). Applying 
that method, his lordship came to the conclusion that the design registered 
was simply an old and well-known lamp shade, with the omission of a 
fet was useful for gas or oil lamps, but useless for an electric 

ht. The shape of the old lamp or shade was not really altered. No 
doubt combination of old shapes might produce a new or original design 
for shape; so, possibly, might the omission of something from an old 
shape. But where, as here, an old shape consisted of three parts ~ 
one above another, and the new shape was exactly the same, except for the 
omission of the useless upper part, he could not say that the shape was 
new or original, or not been previously published. The omission 
of the chimney did not make the design new. The appeal must be 
prem and an order must be made to remove the design from the 
register. 

Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counsg., Vernon Smith, Q.C., and C. Church ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and K. 
G. Metcalfe. Soticrrons, W. B. Styer ; E. S. Sugden. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re HANCOCK, MALCOLM v. HANCOCK—No. 2, 4th May. 


Powger—Execution—Power To Appornt Income TO Wi1rE—APPoINTMENT 
Preciupinc Sunsequent Exercisz or Power. 


This was an —_ from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
316). The short facts of the case were as follow. The tenant for life, 
under a settlement, was empowered to appoint the settled funds among 
his children, subject to a proviso ——— him to appoint one-fourth 
of the income to his wife for life. e tenant for life was married at the 
date of the settlement. In exercise of the powers he appointed, subject 
to. his own life interest, one-fourth of the income to his wife for her life, 
“and subject also and without prejudice to the trust in favour of ’’ his 
wife, ‘‘ thereinbefore limited and declared if the same should take effect,” 
he irrevocably appointed the fund among his three children. His wife 
having died, he married again, and on the occasion of his second marriage 
purported to appoint one-fourth of the income to his second wife for her 
life. Kekewich, J., held that the terms of the first appointment pre- 
cluded any further exercise of the power, and that the second appointment 
was consequently ineffectual. 

Tux. Court dismissed the appeal. Their lordships unanimously held 
that in construing the settlement it was necessary to have regard to 
the existing state of affairs when it was executed. They were accord- 
ingly of opinion that the power to appoint to a wife only justified an 
appointment in favour of the wife whom the tenant for life had at 

time of the settlement. But assuming t the power mig 





tha ht be 
exercised in favour of any wife, it would be unfair to the children if th, | 





shares irrevocably appointed to them could be indefinitely postponeg 
in favour of any after-taken wife. The first appointment was expressed 
to be irrevocable in favour of the children, and the subsequent one was 
inconsistent with it, and could not have been within the contemplation of 
the appointor at the date of the first appointment. Appeal dismissed,— 
CovnseL, Farwell, Q.C., and Awusten-Cartmell ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Ingle 
Joyce ; C. E. E. Jenkins. Soxscrrors, J. Rogers ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co, ; 
Henry P. Spottiswood. 


[Reported by J. I. Srinuive, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HORNER, FOOKS v. HORNER—Chitty, J., 13th May. 


InrerEst—Covenant To Pay Sum Certrarin—Sum Payasiez ar Aa Oznray 
Trme—Trme Fixep sy Rererence to Deatu or Covenanror—3 & 4 
Wut. 4, c. 42, s. 28. 


By indenture, dated in 1891, the above-named testator covenanted that 
within six calendar months after his death his executors or administrators 
should pay to trustees the sum of £2,000 upon certain trusts, and by his 
will, dated in 1893, confirmed the settlement made by the said inden. 
ture, and died in 1894. The £2,000 was not paid within the six calendar 
months. This was a summons on behalf of the tenant for life of the 
fund under the said indenture to determine whether any interest was 
payable out of the estate of the said testator in respect of the said sum of 
£2,000, and, if so, from what date. A payment was made in respect of 
interest for the six months next after the testator’s death, as wus alleged, 
under a mistake of fact; but the question argued was whether interest 
was payable from the expiration of the six months to the time when the 
fund was paid by the executors. 

Curry, J.—The testator’s covenant is to pay a sum within six calendar 
months after his decease. The question is whether that is a sum “‘ payable 
at a certain time’’ within the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 28. The point made 
is that the sum is not payable at a certain time. The point came before 
Lord Hatherley in Knapp v. Burnaby (9 W. R. 765), where a testatrix had 
covenanted that a sum should be paid within one month after her death, 
and default was made in payment; and he held that interest at 5 
cent. was payable as from the end of the month. I am not aware that tis 
decision has ever been overruled or questioned, and I think that it is 
founded on good sense. But Merchant Shipping Co. v. Armitage (22 W. R. 
11, L. R. 9 Q. B. 99) and London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. v. South- 
Eastern Railway Co. (40 W. R. 194; 1892, 1 Ch. 120; 1893, A. C. 429; 42 
W. R. Dig. 34), approving that case, are said to have the effect of over- 
ruling Knapp v. Burnaby ; but Knapp v. Burnaby was not cited in either of 
those cases, and it was not applicable. No reasons are given for the judg- 
ment of the ye og Chamber in Merchant Shipping Co. v. Armitage, but 
they are not difficult to see. The event by reference to which the time 
for the payment there was fixed was not a certain event, but an event 
which might or might not happen. The stipulation was that the money 
should be paid on an event that might never happen, and which was 
therefore held not to be payable at a time certain. This is well put by 
Kay, L.J. (1892, 1 Ch., at p. 148). That is sufficient ground for dis- 
tinguishing Armitage’s case and this. Death is not a contingent event, it 
is a certainty, and so many days after death is a time certain for the 
purposes of the statute. The statute does not require the exact day to be 
named, and it is rightly admitted that it makes no difference that the 
money is to be paid not on a particular day, but within a certain time. A 
covenant to pay within six months after death is in law a covenant to pay 
on the last day of the six months.—CounsgEL, Stewart Smith ; Alfred Adams. 
Soxicrtors, Devonshire, Monkland, § Co.; R. C. Adams Beck. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


TOMSETT v. WALLIS—North J., May 12th. 
EAsEMENT—W ATERCOURSE—LEAVE OR LICENCE. 


This was an action by the owner of a close of land at Crowborough, it 
the parish of Wythyham, in Sussex, and a tenant of a cottage é 
more than forty years, claiming to be entitled to a free and uninterrapted 
enjoyment of a supply of water to their hereditaments. The plaintif 
Tomsett’s house was erected in 1855, and originally obtained a supply of 
water from a spring on the defendant’sland. In 1877 the defendant pl 
a ram pump 20 feet from the spring upon his lend. In 1885 the plaintiff 
Tomsett placed iron pipes in the defendant’s land with the defendant's 
leave, and the water since that date passed through the ¥ to the 
plaintiff's land. In 1895 the defendant obstructed the alleged water 
course. The plaintiff submitted that receiving a water through 
the pipes by leave did not affect the plaintiff's right to the enjoyment of 
water. The plaintiffs had obtained an interim injunction. 4 

Norrs, J.—In my opinion the plaintiffs are net entitled to any relief, 
and an interim injunction ought not to have been granted. The defendant 
hasa well, and the plaintiffs’ witnesses say they knew the spring fifty year 

But a complete change was made in the well eleven years ago, 
pipes were then first used for bringing water, and the plaintiffs used the 
water not as of right, but after asking the defendant’s leave. Th 
change was so material that it is unnecessary to consider the previously 
existing state of things, and no right can be acquired by the user sinoe 
that date. Since the ram was put in there has been no continuous flow; 
the ram worked for eight hours, and then the tank took twelve hours 
fill, and even in the intervening time there is no evidence that the water 
ran to the plaintiff’s land. I am prepared to hold that no right can 

uired by the use of water h spi Fo down by leave of the 
defendant : Tickle v. Brown (4 Ad. & El. 7. he plaintiffs have given 0? 
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idence of user by a person claiming a legal right to use, though some 
‘tthe water may have soaked through to the plaintiff’s well. The action 
is unfounded, and must be dismissed with costs.—CounsgL, Swinfen Eady, 
Q.C., and Curtis Price; Vernon Smith, Q.C.,and H. Dobb. Soxicrrors, Nye 

$ Morton ; F. G. B. Crawky. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamron, Barrister-at-Law. j 


ALLCARD v. WALKER, Re LUCAS; WALKER v. LUPTON—Stirling, J., 
Ist May. 


Posr-NUPTIAL SeTTLEMENT—Marnrep Woman—Covgnant To Serrie ArTER- 
ACQUIRED Proprrty—Reversionary Inrerests—F ings AND RECOVERIES 
Acr (3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 74), ss. 1, 77—Matins’ Act (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 
57), 8. 1—Powgr or Divorce Covrr to Vary Sxrriements—Drvorce 
anp Marrtmmontat Causes Acts (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, s. 45, anv 22 & 
23 Vicr. c. 61, s. 5)—Musraxe iv Law. 


The plaintiff, Georgiana Augusta Konarski, was married to the defen- 

dant Waldegrave Charles Fearn Kell on the 6th of May, 1873. There 
was issue of the said marriage one child only—i.e., the defendant Vernon 
Kell, who attained his majority in 1894. No settlement or agreement for 
a settlement was made before or upon the said marriage. By a post- 
nuptial settlement acknowledged by Mrs. Kell in accordance with the 
requirements of the Fines and Recoveries Act, dated the 12th of June, 
1877, and made between the defendant W. Kell and the plaintiff, then 
his wife, of the one part, and George Lucas and S. P. L. Konarski, the 
trustees of the settlement, of the other part, the plaintiff settled upon the 
trusts therein mentioned (the same being trusts of the usual nature) her 
share in the residuary personal estate of her uncle, James Lucas, 
deceased. The plaintiff further covenanted to bring into settlement any 
real or personal estate of the value of £500 or upwards from any one 
source which should be devised or ueathed or descend to or devolve 
upon or vest in the plaintiff or in the defendant W. Kell in her right. 
At the date of the said post-nuptial settlement the only property to which 
the plaintiff was entitled was the following, that is to say (1) an absolute 
interest as one of his next of kin ina share of the personal estate of the 
mid James Lucas (who died on the 19th of April, 1874), such share being 
then believed to be one-fifteenth, but ultimately — out to be two 
forty-fifths ; (2) an interest under the will of Philip M. Lucas (who died 
in 1830), and under an appointment in execution of a power contained in 
such will made by the will of Harriet F. Konarski (who died in 1871), the 
plaintiff’s mother, in certain personal estate then in court in a suit Lucas 
v. Lucas, such interest being contingent on the plaintiff surviving the 
expiration of twenty years from the 24th of April, 1871, or previously 
dying leaving issue then surviving, but as to one moiety of such interest 
subject to a preceding life interest therein vested in Samuel Konarski, the 
father of the plaintiff ; (3) an interest under the marriage settlement of 
her father and mother, dated the 24th of April, 1840, and under an 
appointment in execution of a power contained in that settlement made 
by her mother’s will in certain mal estate comprised in such settle- 
ment, subject toa preceding life interest therein vested in her father ; 
(4) an absolute interest in real and personal estate under the will of George 
Lucas, who died on the 7th of June, 1890; (5) the one-fourth share of her 
father’s real and personal estate on his death intestate in January, 1893. 
The said 8. P. L. Konarski died on the 11th of December, 1887, and the said 
George Lucas died on the 7th of June, 1890, and by an indenture dated 
the 8th of May, 1891, the defendants C. W. Murray and Thomas Lupton 
were duly appointed trustees of the settlement of the 12th of June, 1877, 
in the places of the said Samuel P. L. Konarski and George Lucas, and 
jointly with the defendant E. L. Walker. On the 3rd of May, 1893, a 
decree nisi was made by the Divorce Court for the dissolution of the 
marriage between the plaintiff and the defendant Waldegrave Kell. 
Such decree nisi was made upon the petition of the defendant Waldegrave 
Kell, by reason of the adultery of the plaintiff with James Allcard. The 
decree nisi was made absolute on the 13th of November, 1893. On the 
18th of November, 1893, the plaintiff married James Allcard, whose wife 
she now is. No settlement or agreement for a settlement was made by or 
upon such iage. On the 5th of December, 1893, the defendant 
Waldegrave Kell presented a petition in the said divorce z i 
praying that the settlement of the 12th of June, 1877, might be varied 
manner therein mentioned. It set out in ph 6 thereof the funds 
then alleged to be subject to the trusts of the settlement, including a sum 
of £4,344 Consols, which had come to the hands of the trustees after the 
decree nisi had been made. Paragraphs 7, 8, and 9 set out certain funds 
which had not then come to the hands of the trustees, but which Mrs. 
Kell was entitled to, and in paragraph 10 it was stated that “‘ the funds, 
shares, and interests mentioned in phs 7, 8, and 9 thereof will be 
subject to the trusts of the said indenture of settlement of the 12th of 
June, 1877.’ Mrs. Kell, then Mrs. Allcard, put in an answer to the 
petition, and she thereby either expressly admitted, or at all events did 
not dispute, the allegations in the petition as to the property subject to 
the trusts of the settlement, and in ular ph 10 is not 
disputed. The petition was referred to the registrar for report, and in the 
proceedings before the registrar Mrs. Kell brought in certain 

terms of settlement which were by the consent of all parties em in 
the report of the registrar dated the 24th of April, 1894. Such report stated 
(inter alia) that the income arising from the funds then subject to the trusts 
of the said settlement of the 12th of June, 1877, amounted to about 
£820 per annum, and that with the consent of the petitioner and the re- 

it it was pro that the court should order that the trustees or 

trustee for the time of the said settlement should, out of the income 
arising from the trust funds comprised therein, during the joint lives of 
Mr. and Mrs. Kell, pay to Mr. Kell £300 per annum, and to their only 


death of either Mr. or Mrs. Kell and during 
vivor Bey to the said Vernon 
of £150 perannum. ‘The registrar expressly reported 
Kell was not tely on that 

not appear that on the whole hisinterests under settlement of the 12th 
of June, 1877, would be prejudicially affected. An order varying the 
settlement in accordance with the report was made on the 24th of April, 
1894. At the date of the decree nisi sums amounting in round figures to 
£25,000 had been to the trustees of the settlement in respect of 
interests of the tiff which at that date were vested in possession in 
her or in Mr. Kell in her right. Between the dates of the decree nisi and 
the decree absolute sums amounting in round figures to £10,000 were also 
paid to them. Sums amounting to abou pa 
— of the plaintiff’s interests in the estates of her father and James 
and George Lucas. The writ in this action was issued on the 2nd of May, 
1895, and the plaintiff thereby claimed declarations to the following 
effect : (1) That all the funds transferred to the trustees of the settlement 
—— to the date of the decree nisi were the absolute property of 
the plaintiff; (2) that the share of the plaintiff in the real estate of her 
father was not subject to or affected by the settlement; and (3) that all 
the funds which had not yet come to the hands of the trustees of the 
settlement in respect of the plaintiff's interests in the personal estates of 
her father and James and George Lucas were not subject to or affected by 
the settlement. No question was raised as to the sums amounting to 
£25,000 which came to the hands of the trustees before the date of the 
decree nisi, and it was further admitted by counsel for the plaintiff that 
in the event of the plaintiff’s claim to the other funds ing successful 
she was bound to elect, and that in the event of her elec! to take ad- 
versely to the settlement (as was her intention) the us of the 
£25,000 admitted to be effectually settled, after i for the annual 
sums of £300 and £150 directed to be paid to Mr. Kell or his son by the 
order of the 24th of April, 1894, ought to be applied to make good what 
may be lost by any parties disappointed by plaintiff’s election. On 
behalf of Mr. Kell and his son it was admitted by their counsel that down 
to the 8th of April, 1895, all parties proceeded on the footing that the 
settlement of the 12th of June, 1877, was binding on the plaintiff. 


Sriruine, J., stated the facts as above set out, and continued :—This 
settlement was not made in pursuance of any ante-nuptial contract. 
Whatever binding effect it has must be derived either from the Fines and 
Recoveries Act or from Malins’ Act. First, at to the Fines and Recoveries 
Act. The plaintiff was not entitled to any real estate at the date of the 
settlement, but she did become so entitled on the death of her father in 
1893. Is this real estate bound by the covenant to settle after-acquired 
property? The Fines and Recoveries Act only enables a married woman 
to settle an estate at law or in equity in estate, and I do not think 
in 1877, when this post-nuptial settlement was made, that the plaintiff's 
interest in her tather’s estate could be so described. She had at the best 
but an expectation that at some future time she might become entitled to 
some estate or interest therein. Next as to Malins’ Act, which enables a 
married woman to dispose of property to which she may be entitled under 
any instrument made after the 3lst of December, 1857. Of the five 
interests (specifically mentioned above) of the plaintiff, the first and fifth 
arose under intestacies, whilst the second and third arose under instru- 
ments made before the 3lst of December, 1857. Consequently none of 
these four interests could be disposed of under this Act. The fourth 
interest arose under the will of George Lucas, dated the 23rd of May, 1890, 
and it is contended that this is a ‘‘ future interest’’ within the ing of the 
statute. I am of opinion that it is not, but merely a possibility or expecta- 
tion of interest, and not an ‘‘ interest ’’ either at law or in equity nor a 
‘future interest’’ within the meaning of the Act, which I think contem- 
plated a future vested interest : Davis v. Angel (4 De. G. F. & J. 524), Re 
Parsons (45 Ch. Div. 57). Therefore I think that so far as the plaintiff is 
concerned the settlement of the 12th of June, 1877, and the covenant to 
settle after-acquired property are void, and not merely voidable, and 
therefore incapable of being simply affirmed by the plaintiff when she 
ceased to be under disability. It is,anid that the proceedings in the 
Divorce Court for a resettlement amount to the making of a new setile- 
ment, and that she, then so far as her property was concerned in 
the position of a feme sole, is bound by that settlement. Now, the re- 
settlement was made on the assumption made by all parties that the funds 
specified above were or would be subject to the trusts of the settlement of 
1877. I think that assumption was t. Itis said, however, that 
this was a mistake of law and that relief cannot be given in respect of it. 
In my opinion that is not so. The maxim ‘“ Ignorantio juris haud 
excusat”’ is used in respect of the ordinary law of the land, not of a 
‘private right,’’ and here the mistake was one which related to the 

ting rights and interests of private individuals: Cooper v. Phibbs (2 
H. L. 170). Moreover it was laid down by Turner, L.J., in Stone v. Godfrey 
(5 De. G@. M. & G. 90), that ‘‘this court has power to relieve against 
mistakes at law as well as against mistakes of fact,’’ and this was again 
recognized in Rogers v. Ingham (3 Ch. Div.). The mistake was made on 
the occasion of the Divorce Court dealing with the petition to vary the 
existing settlement. The power of that court so to is ved from 
= oe wm bee Matrimonial Causes | oe of 1859, i but a powers 

y apply to “‘ property eettled ’’ on the marriage or r to vorce of 
the ies. Now, the order of the Divorce Court was made on the 
tion that all the plaintiff's property was subject to the trusts of 
ment of 1877, and it only deals in terms with the funds therein i 
I think it is clear that none of the parties intended to deal with 
not so comprised or to make a new settlement. The income of 
admittedly com in the settlement is sufficient to provide 
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nothing had happened to deprive the plaintiff of her right to relief, at all 
events so far as the £18,500 (which had not on that date reached the 
trustees’ hands) is concerned. The case, however, does not rest there, for 
under the Divorce Act of 1857, s. 45, it is provided that the court, after a 
decree for divorce or separation in consequence of the adultery of the wife 
(the case here), may direct such a settlement to be made out of the wife’s 
property in possession and reversion as to it may seem good; and it is 
clear that the court would have been asked by Mr. Kell and his son to 
exercise these powers on their behalf if they had known that the property 
of the plaintiff was not subject to the post-nuptial settlement of the 12th 
of June, 1877, and it is possible that the court would have given Mr. Kell 
more than £300 a year, and would have required a further settlement to 
be made for the benefit of the son. Therefore, I think, under the circum- 
stances, if the plaintiff is to obtain the relief for which she asks, that the 
Divorce Court should have an opportunity given to it of exercising the 
powers conferred upon it by the Act of 1857, and, as it is in my power to 
impose terms upon the plaintiff (for she comes here seeking equitable 
relief), I declare that the plaintiff's title to relief in respect of the £18,500 
still ou! ing is made out, she on her part undertaking (as a term of 
such relief) that any application to the Divorce Court for a further settle- 
ment out of the funds to which this action relates shall be dealt with by 
that court in all respects as if such application had been made prior to the 
24th of April, 1894. There remains the question of the funds which came 
to the trustees’ hands after the decree nisi. I think Mr. Kell’s right to 
deal with the plaintiff's property ceased when the decree nisi was made 
(Wilkinson v. Gibson, 4 Eq. 162; Prole v. Soady, 3 Ch. App. 220). Sums 
amounting to over £10,000 have been paid to the trustees with the know- 
ledge of the plaintiff since the decree nisi, under a mistake as to the 
existing rights of the parties. I cannot see that any rights of. third 
parties have intervened, or that anything else has happened to preclude 
the plaintiff from relief, and I think that, upon the same undertaking 
as before, that relief ought to be given.—CotnseEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Ashworth James ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and H. Terrell; Buckley, Q.C., 
and A. 4 B. Terrell. Soxicrrors, Seaton F. Taylor ; Mander § Watson; B. 
Ht. Van Tromp. 


[Reported by Azruve Morro, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


YOUNG c. THE SOUTH AFRICAN & AUSTRALIAN EXPLORATION & 
DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 8th May. 


Compasy—GeszrnaL Meerisc—Vorisc—Suew or Hanps—Deciararion or 
Cuarmemas—Evinesce to Contrapict—Svurrictencz or Norice or 
Meermsc—Tasre A, Cravsz 42—Companies Act, 1862, s. 51. 

This was an application to restrain the holding of an extraordinary 
general meeting of the company called for the purpose of confirming, as a 
special resolution, a resolution which was purported to have been passed at a 
previousextraordinary general meeting, on the ground that notwithstanding 
the fact that the chairman of the first meeting had declared the resolution 
duly carried, it was in fact net carried by the requisite majority required 
by the Companies Act, 1862. It a from the evidence that if the 
vote of one person who voted at the meeting was deducted, the requisite 
three-fourths majority did not exist, and that the particular voter was 
not in fact entitled to vote. Moreover, it was alleged that as the notice 
convening the meeting only stated the resolution that was proposed, which 
was to substitute regulations contained in a printed document to be sub- 
mitted to the meeting in place of the regulations of Table A, by which 
the company had been previously governed, no proper notice had been 
given, and that the liberty to inspect a copy of the proposed regulations 
of the company at the office of the company’s solicitors did not give the 
shareholders i tents. 


Kexewicu, J.—This company was regulated by the provisions of Table 
A, as it was registered without articles of association, and in order to 
determine the question as to what was the result of this general meeting 
clause 42 of Table A must be referred to. That clause provided that a 

the chairman of a general meeting that a resolution had 

been carried, and an entry to that effect in the book of proceedings 
of the company, should be sufficient evidence of the fact without proof of 
the number or proportion of the votes recorded. The distinction 
between sufficient and conclusive evidence was pointed out by Jeseel, 
MB., in Be Horbury Bridge Coal, Irom, and Wag (Co. (271 W. RB. 433), and 
the company was governed by Table A or articles of association 

the statute applied, and the eg oy Me regulations might be altered by 
resolution under section 51 of the Companies Act, 1462, which provided 
that the chairman's declaration should be conclusive evidence. ere was 
no case which decided what was meant by conclusive evidence; but in 
Backley on the Companice Acts a case was cited in which a declaration of 
@ chairman that 2 reslution was duly passed was held sufficient 
evidence that th< reeviution had been by a requisite majority, but 
iS wae net conclusive evidence where it was challenged by evidence to the 
- What was meant was that y the declaration of the 
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ular meeting was a most important one—namely, to alter the regu. 
ations of the company. It was therefore highly desirable that all should 
be told what was about to be done at it. The notice convening the 
meeting was in general terms, and members were told they were at liberty 
to inspect the proposed regulations at the company’s solicitor’s office, 
Practically shareholders leave the management in the hands of the exeoy. 
tive, and take no particular interest in the company’s meetings. It would 
probably be a waste of time and expense to sénd copies to each one, and 
his lordship held that the notice sent was sufficient notice to bind them, 
Then as to the question of the sufficiency of the majority to pass the 
resolution, as it appeared from the evidence that unless one vote had 
been counted, which was the vote of a person who could not proper} 
vote, the resolutions were not properly passed. His lordship held accord. 
ingly, and granted the injunction.—Counsgt, Warrington, Q.C., and 
Lavington; Renshaw, Q.C., and Wilkinson. Soxtcrrons, 7. M. Richards; 
Venning, Sons, § Co. 
[Reported by_F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re LAND SECURITIES CO. (LIM.)—C.A., 4th May. 


Company Winpinc vup—Scuemz or ARRANGEMENT—CONSTRUCTION oy 
Scuzeme—DiscountT, MEANING OF. 


This was an from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (reported 
ante, p. 297). nder a scheme of arrangement and compromise with 
creditors sanctioned by the court, which provided that, in addition to calls 
already made by the liquidator in the winding up, the remainder of the 
uncalled capital should be called up by instalments spread over four 
years, an option was given to every shareholder to pay up calls at a dis. 
count of 4 per cent. A question was raised by a shareholder as to whether 
the word discount meant discount at the rate of 4 cent. per annum on 
the total amount of each instalment as it became due, or true discount— 
viz., such sum as would at 4 per cent. produce the amount of the instal- 
ments of the call when they became due. Vaughan Williams, J., held 
that it meant true discount, and not discount in the popular sense—viz., 
a rebate of interest on the amounts. 

Tue Covrt allowed the appeal. 

Liyviey, L.J., said that the question was what was meant by the words 
‘‘under discount at the rate of 4 per cent.’? The meaning of the word 
discount was ambiguous, but the question was, What would an ordinary 
man of business understand by this expression? He thought that an 
ordinary business man would probably understand it in the ordinary com- 
mercial sense. On the other » an actuary of an insurance company 
would adopt the liquidator’s construction—viz., that it meant true 
theoretical discount. The words discount at 4 per cent. would lead an 
ordinary man to the conclusion that a rebate of interest at this rate was 
meant. Vaughan Williams, J., thought that this would be the meaning 
in an ordi commercial sense, but was of opinion that this would give 
an unfair advantage to the shareholders as against the debenture-holders 
and other creditors of the company. He did not, however, think that 
the alleged inequality was any justification for de ing from the view 
which an ordinary man would take of these words. He thought the 
proper construction was rebate of interest. 

Lorzs, L.J., was of the same opinion. He thought that an ordinary 
man of business would understand the words in question to mean a repay- 
ment or rebate of 4 per cent. Discount at 4 per cent. could not mean the 
present value, and he was of opinion that a rebate of interest was intended. 

Kay, L.J., said that he adopted what the learned judge in the court 
below said was the primd facie meaning of these words. This was a doca- 
ment addressed to commercial men, and the meaning ought to be whats 
commercial man would understand by it. The learned judge had held 
that the intention of the ement was that each shareholder should 

y the present value, and t any other construction would create 
= But discount at 4 per cent. could not be the present value 
having regard to the pesrampan Mage of interest obtained. He thought 
that the real meaning was rebate of interest, and that the reason which 
the learned judge gave for not adopting this meaning did not exist. 
Appeal allowed.—Counszer, 2. Younger; Kitby. Soricrrons, Row § 
Johnson ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, $ Co. 

(Reported by J. I. Sriniina, Barrister-at-Law.]) . 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CAIN v, MOON—5th May. 
Dowatio Montis Cavea—Detiveny Antecepzsnt to Dare or Girt. 


This was an ror by the plaintiff from a judgment of his Honotf 
Judge Bristowe, a the Southwark County Coart. The action wa 
the plaintiff as administrator of his deceased wife to recover 

, the mother of the deceased, a deposit note for £0 

in the name of the deceased at the London and County Bank. 
The set up was that the deceased gave the defendant the deposlt 
note as a donatio mortis causd, and as an ve that the deceased is 
her lifetime made « valid and equitable assignment to the defendant of the 


from the 


Janaary, 1900, the picket gave the’ deceased 80, whic, abe p @ 
an ve w 
ont with the and County Bank. She kept the t note 


her jewellery ins small cashbox under her own lock and key. 
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=—— a 
the end of June, 1893, the defendant visited the deceased, when the latter 
panded the note to her, saying that it was for herself for past kindness to 
her during a recent illness, adding that she felt sure she would have to 
gome home to the defendant as she was sure that if she got ill her husband 
would not keep her or allow her any money. The defendant kept 
of the noteever since then. The plaintiff’s relationship with 
wife was very strained. In September, 1895, during the deceased’s 
last illness, the defendant visited her, and on the 30th of that month the 
deceased, who had frequently referred to the note, said to her, ‘‘ Every- 
thing I possess and the banknote is for you if I shoulddie.”” She said she 
didnot think she could live. She died on the 5th of October, 1895. The 
defendant refused to give up the note, whereupon the plaintiff brought 
thisaction. The learned judge, in giving judgment, was of opinion that 
there was a good donatio mortis causéd. It was clear that the deposit note 
was handed to the defendant by the deceased in June, 1893, and that the 
note from that time forward was in the defendant’s possession. He 
ht there was evidence that it was intended by the deceased to be 
held by the defendant as a provision for certain events that might 
happen. As to the donatio mortis causé he was of opinion that the 
deceased was capable of understanding and did understand what she was 
doing, and that in doing so she was carrying out what had long been a 
gtiled intention in her own mind. The note was capable of being the 
subject of a donatio mortis causd (Dufin v. Dufin, 44 Ch. D. 76), and he 


+ therefore gave judgment for the defendant with costs. The plaintiff 


Taz Court (Lord Russeit or Kritowen, C.J., and Wu1s, J.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Russett or Kittowen, C.J.—In this case the plaintiff brought an 
action as administrator of his deceased wife to recover from the defendant 
a bank deposit note. The defendant, the mother of the deceased, refused 
to deliver up this note, alleging that the deceased had given it to her asa 
donatio mortis causd, or in the alternative that there had been a gift inter 
vies, It is perfectly clear that these cannot stand together. The learned 
county court judge came to the conclusion that there was an effective 
donatio mortis causd. We have here to consider the question whether he 
was right in assuming the facts to be such as he stated them to be. It is 
admitted that this note might be effective asa donatio mortis causd. To 
make such a gift effective three things are necessary. There must be an 

tion of death, a delivery, and an intention on the part of the donor 
that it should revert to him in the event of his recovery. It is clear that 
if what took place during the deceased’s last illness could be a good 
donatio, it was made in expectation of death. It is also clear there was a 
Did the gift satisfy the conditions of a donatio mortis causé? The 
evidence of the defendant is that down to the month of September, 1895, 
the deceased thought she had not parted with the deposit note altogether, 
that she frequently referred to it, and that the one prominent idea in her 
mind was that the note should be in safe keeping. Looking at the whole 
of the evidence it seems to me that the note was, in the first instance, 
given to the defendant for safe keeping, and not as a gift. Therefore I 
come to the same conclusion as the county court judge—namely, that 
there was not a perfect gift inter vives. Then was there a donatio mortis 
tawd ? There is no authority to the effect that an antecedent delivery is 
not good, and I see no reason why such a delivery should not stand. I 
therefore hold that the conditions necessary for a valid donatio mortis causd 
existed, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Wits, J.—I am of the same opinion. The question is whether a 
delivery before the date of the gift is sufficient to satisfy the condition as 
to traditio. It seems to me it is. There is no case on this point. We 
must therefore look at the case with common sense. I there was 
sufficient delivery, and therefore the appeal must be dismissed. Appeal 
dismissed.—CounszL, Hopkinson, Q.C., and Cecil Chapman; Astbury, Q.C., 
and J. 0. Gordon. Soxtcrrors, D. A. Tompkins ; Seely ¢ Son. 


[Reported by E. G. Sr1t.wext, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BUTSON » DAVIES—5th May. 


Practice—Contempr or Covrr—Commirrac—Wuo May Move ror 
ATTACHMENT. 


This was a motion by the official solicitor on behalf of Mr. Butson to 
eee annie 0 ye iio ea ie Sa, Se contempt 
gan injunction’gr Lord eridge, O.J., 

and Mathew, J., on the 5th of June, 1888 The facts were these. In 
1877 Mrs. Davies brought an action to recover two houses, which she 
supposed to be her property, situated in Kensington Park-road, then in 
the possession of Mr. Butson by virtue of an underlease Y yoy him for 
twenty-one years from the 8th of February, 1877. @ court decided 
ehad no title. Mr. Butsonthen applied for an interim injuction, 
was ted, restraining Mrs. Da and her ts from further 
or his tenants; bat Mrs. Davies disregariled this order and 

Continued todemand rent from the tenants, and in 1886 asserted 
by legal proceedings. As a consequence in December, 1886, 
Davies was imprisoned at Holloway for contempt of court, where she 
remained in custody until June, 1888, when the court decided that she 
should be discharged on terms (see Re Davies (21 Q B. D. 236, 36 W. R. 
De. » ).. The order made by the court on that occasion directed ‘ that 
t, Maria Annie Davies, her servants and agents, be restrained 


gE 


any way du the 

Aamidue of the said lease disturbing or interfering with, any of the plain- 

8 lessees or tenants . . . or from committing any treepass or 

eatry or the premises or any part thereof."”” ‘There was also a proviso 
en the poop eke are should be guilty of a further 

injunction the official tor should, upon application of the 

take the necessary steps to bring the offenders the court 


Plaintiff, 


disregard 
made under it, the first on the 30th of October, 1889, for six months, and 
the second on the 25th of October, 1893, for three months. Counsel, in 
moving for the committal of the defendant, having stated the facts, argued 
that as the assignment by Butson to Candler was made 


granted during the residue of the lease Mr. Butson was the 
to make the application to the official solicitor to bring the offender — 
the court. [Pottocx, B.—When the injunction was granted Butson was 
in occupation of the premises, as the tenants had left from the annoyance 
caused them by Mrs. Davies, and therefore he had an interest in the 
granting of the injunction at that time. I fail tosee what interest he has 
in the matter now ; and if he has none, how can he prove the trespass, or if 
he does, what damages have or are likely to accrueto him?] It was im- 
material to show that the person moving for the order would receive any 
direct benefit himself from the injunction being granted or damages if it 
were withheld. The person who was attached was not attached for his 
benefit, but for having committed a contempt of court. Any person who 
had access to the court might call the attention of the court to the fact 
that a contempt had been committed. Even if that contention could not 
be supported, he submitted that Mr. Butson, being the plaintiff in the old 
suit, had such ‘‘ interest ’’ as would enable him to bring the matter to the 
notice of the official solicitor. The order asked for was within the express 
object of the agreement under which the benefit granted to Butson by the 
injunction was to be kept alive during the residue of the-lease. Take the 
case of the assignment of a patent. The assignee could require the 
assignor to take steps to enforce any protection order that had been 
granted him previous to the assignment. So, too, in the case of a debt, 
the assignee could claim the benefit of the assignor’s right of action 
against the debtor. He submitted, further—although he admitted there 
was no direct authority for his proposition—that the assignee of an under- 
lessee had as much right to have the benefit of an injunction granted to 
his assignor for the purpose of protecting the tenants under that lease as 
the assignee had in either of the cases stated above. The court, more- 
over, on two previous occasions, under precisely the same circumstances, 
had made an order similarto the one now asked for. Against the order 
being made, the defendant, who pleaded in person, denied that there had 
been a breach of the injunction, and contended that the plaintiff had 
‘* surrendered ’’ and not “ assigned ”’ his interest in the property to Cand- 
ler, and therefore, having no longer an interest in the property, a com- 
mittal order could not be made on his application. 

Tue Covrt (Potuock, B., and Bruce, J.) held that there was ample 
evidence to shew that the defendant had committed a contempt of court, 
and madean order that she should be committed to prison for four months, 
unless, before the expiration of that term, it was shewn to the satisfaction 
of the court that the order was no longer necessary, when it would be dis- 
charged.—Counssi, Herbert Chitty; The defendant in person. Soxictror, 

[Reported by Ersxrxe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re WARD—C. A., No. 2, 8th May. 


Sonrcrron ann Curentr—Taxation or Costs—Szverat Brurs—Onper or 
Covrss ro Tax Ons Onty. 


This was an a peel from an order of North, J.. refusing to Gischange on 
order of course for the taxation of a bill deli by R. H. Ward, solici- 
tor, toa client. Seven bills, amoun in all to £261 I5s., had been 
delivered, and on the 3lst of December, 1895, a balance of £101 15s. re- 
mained unpaid. At that date a further sum of a as 
and on the Ist of January, 1896, Ward wrote to the t 
accept that sum in full satisfaction of his claim. The 
answer, but on the 27th of January obtained an order of 
taxation of one only of the seven bills. The solicitor 
North, J., to the order as irregular. N J., 
motion, and the solicitor appealed. 

Tur Court (Lixpisy, Lopgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 

Linotay, L.J., said: I think that after that letter of the 
there is nothing whatever in this ication. There were se 
and not one , and there is no ulty about the matter, 
sibly the s tion that the other bills aps Ss ae 
letter it is plain that no injustice at all is o bag: 
tax. I think North, J., was quite right in 
charge that order. The ap must be dismissed. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., .—Counsen, Cordery > 
rors, 2. H. Ward; @. B. Creek, 


{Reported by R. C. Mackeuxam, Barristerat-Law,) 


Re L, & 0.—Oh. D., Kekewich, J., 8th May. 


Practrror—Sonrcrrorn— Costrs—Taxatron — Common Oanar — Accorrrs — 
Monnsys Recervee tx Doresnent Caractris, 


Under a common order to tax a conveyancing bill, obtained hy the 
taxing master directed certain sums to be brought inte 
accounts furnished by the solicitors, Tt a who 
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thereof moneys to discharge counsel’s fees, which however they had not 
done. The master directed the sums to be brought into the 
solicitors’ account, and to be satisfied that they had not been paid; but 
the solicitors, whilst den: the receipt of the fees in question, objected 
to have the whole matter brought into this taxation, which was quite 
extraneous to the question. The solicitors moved to discharge the taxing 
«master’s order, and for a direction that the taxing master should proceed 
with the said taxation without having regard to this claim. 

Kexewicu, J.—The preliminary objection that the motion was irregular 
and that the practice of the court showed no precedent for such a motion 
was ; but his lordship overruled the objection, because when 
such a point as the present one arose it should not be held that there was 
no means of ing it at once, but that the court was bound to let the 
whole taxation go on in order that at the end it might be brought up in 
due form in accordance with the rules. There were means, and possibly 
the motion did not adopt the technically correct form. But the question 
was one of substance, and ought to be decided and the objections over- 
ruled. Under the common order to tax, both bill of costs and cash account 
were brought in ; and if the latter contained sums which ought not to be 
there they must be struck out, and those which ought to be there and 
were not ought to be added. But those sums only ought to be included 
having regard to the relation of solicitor and client, and should not intro- 
duce matters not connected therewith. Nor was the case of Russel v. 
Buchanan (9 Sim. 167) contrary to this view. Here the client was a 
member of the bar, and he said that the solicitor was once his professional 
client and delivered briefs to him, and that the solicitor was paid and was 
bound to bring this into account. It was obvious that the money was not 
received by the solicitor for this client as solicitor. He, in fact, filled 
different capacities. To introduce into the common order such accounts 
was departing from experience. Generally it was found convenient to 
bring in everything with a view to the settlement of all accounts between 
them, so that the ultimate resulting balance might be decided. The 
moneys were not always received by the solicitor merely in his capacity of 
solicitor. Here the money was received, not as solicitor, but as applicant’s 
client. His lordship refused to make an order, but directed the registrar 
to initial directions to the taxing master that he ought not to include 
sums alleged to be received by the solicitor on behalf of the applicant as 
counsel’s fees.—CounsEL, Warrington, Q.C., and G. Cave; P. O. Lawrence 
and Cababé. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


The following are extracts from a report issued by the council on 
certain sections of the Light Railways Bill, the Military Mancuvres Bill, 
the Benefices Bill, and the London Valuation and Assessment Bill. 

After stating the provisions of the above-mentioned Bills to which the 
attention of the General Council of the Bar has been directed, the report 
proceeds to say: It is clear that these provisions are intended, or at any 





. Fate calculated, to prevent or restrict the employment of counsel in the 


several proceedings to which the Bills relate. It will be observed that the 
differ considerably. By the Light Railways Bill the Board.of 
may possibly claim power to make rules refusing to Yay oy to pro- 
ceedings thereunder the right of appearing by counsel. By the Military 
Manceuvres Bill a similar power is given in a more objectionable form, the 
there being that ‘‘ the Court of Arbitration shall not be bound 
to hear any counsel or solicitor.’’ Section 8 of the Benefices Bill is not 
very clear. The persons to be heard are ‘‘ the presentee and the m 
if any) the presentee may select to assist him in the matter.”’ is is 
y — to the construction that the presentee could not appear by 
counsel. But it seems open to doubt whether the inquiry under sub (1) 
is really a judicial inquiry or rather is not a mere private or preli 
uiry ; sub (2) giving an appeal against the decision in such an inquiry 
where the procedure would apparently be of the ordinary character. The 
proposal contained in the London Valuation Bill does not deny to any 
party the right of appearing by counsel, but it gives to the public bodies 
therein the right of being heard at sessions by their clerk or 
other F appointed ofilcer. The council are of opinion that the pro- 
mayor pe consideration, following upon the enactment to which they 
just referred, are indications that the view has been adopted in 
influential quarters that the employment of counsel, in man of 
at any rate, is contrary to the public interest. e council 
recognise that there are cases, of which some of the —— 
by the Military Mancuvres Bill would be instances, 
would not be right to restrict the right of audience to counsel or 
solicitors ; and they also recognize that it may be proper in many cases to 
give to a tribunal full power to refuse to allow, as between party and 
party, the cost of cages Baye y But the council are of opinion 
subs. 11, of ~ Local Government Act, 1894, 
pro) e parties, in proceedings of a 
appearing by counsel, if they hemes a prejudicial alike to th 
. choose 80, are j i to the 
intereste of and the bar. Any a 


_ 


the public oppressiveness from the 
liability to costs which may result from the employment of counsel 
can always be prevented by giving to the tribunal a power of control over 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 





» London, on Wednesday, 
Pennington, J.P., in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. W. F. Blandy bapa W. Beriah Brook, 


was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane 
the 13th inst., Mr. Richard 


bh 
H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Wm. Geare, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), John Hunter, J. 4. 
Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, F. T. Woolbert, 
a J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £225 was distributed in grants of 
relief, and other general business transacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Horatio Nostz Pym, solicitor, of the 
firm of Tathams & Pym, of 3, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, London. He 
died very suddenly on the 5th inst. from an affection of the heart. He 
was, says the Times, in many respects a very remarkable man. Brought 
up to the practice of the law, he had succeeded by his own unaided efforts 
in acquiring an extensive practice as a confidential solicitor, and his firm 
of Tathams & Pym, of which he was in reality the sole manager, was well 
known in the City. But it was not merely as a business man that Mr, 
Pym was known and valued by his friends. In his beautiful home at 
Brasted, near Sevenoaks, he had collected a wonderfully varied library of 
books, many of them in rare editions, and not a few made more valuable 
by the notes and illustrations which his extensive reading had enabled 
him to add to them. Here it was his delight to entertain his friends, 
amongst whom may be cited the late Robert Browning and Wilkie Collins, 
Mr. W. B. Richmond, R.A., Mr. James Payn, Mr. Andrew Lang, the late 
Mr. Corney Grain, and a host of others celebrated in one way or another. 
Mr. Pym possessed —— the art of the raconteur. To hear him tell 
a story was a liberal education in humour and gaiety. Himself a man of 

t cultivation and taste, he held in affection the great masters of Eng- 

literature, reverencing in particular Charles Dickens and all that per- 
tained tohim. Not many years ago Mr. Pym published the memoirs of 
his relative Caroline Fox, a volume which was widely welcomed. He had 
also printed for private circulation amongst his friends ‘‘ A Tour Round 
my kshelves” and ‘‘ Half-Hours at Foxwold ’”—both of them instinct 
with the peculiar charm and geniality which made his companionship 
delightful to all who were associated with him. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joszru Bixyry, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed Registrar 
of the Sheffield County Court. Mr. Binney, who was admitted in 1883, 
is Clerk of the Peace for the borough. 

Mr. Anprew Granam Murray, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed Lord 
Advocate for Scotland. 

Mr. Cuartes Scorr Dickson, advocate, has been appointed Solicitor- 
General for Scotland. 

Mr. Huncerrorp Tupor Boppaw, barrister, has been appointed a Judge 
of the High Court at Madras, in the place of Mr. George Arthur Parker, 
who has been permitted to retire. 

Mr. L. Yare Lez, barrister, has been appointed Judge of the County 
Courts of Cheshire, &c. (Circuit No. 9). 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrions. 


Josuua ScHoLErrIetp and James Eyre Poppreron, solicitors (Scholefield 
& Poppleton), Pontefract and Hemsworth. May 2. 

Joun Picron Merepirx George and Davin Daviss, solicitors (George, 
Son, & Davies), Cardigan. April 25. The said David Davies will con- 
tinue to carry on the said business. 

[ Gazette, May 12. 


GENERAL. 


The Times understands that, according to a custom which has prevailed 
for some years past, the judges will not sit on Wednesday, the 20th inst., 
the day fixed for the observance of her Majesty’s birthday. 2 

The brief offered to Sir Robert Reid, Q.C., M.P., by the Transvaal 
Government, to watch the Jameson trial on its behalf, has, says the Press 
Association, been returned by the learned gentleman. 

The Parliamentary return of the General Election of 1895 shews that 
the number of ee ny bar seats og 1,181, whose = 
expenses amounted to £773 an average cost per vo! 
was in counties 4s. 11d., and in boroughs 2s. 10d. 

The m of the House of Commons Standing Committee on Law 
which was to have been held on Tuesday last for the purpose of con- 
sidering the Judicial Trustees Bill was postponed until y, when the 
committee will meet at 11.45. 

In the Edinburgh Court of Session on the 12th inst. a letter from the 
Queen was read a ting Sir Charles Pearson to the Bench as Lord 
Pearson. His ees Sak Seah ft Snead sete 
the congratulations of the Bench and Bar. 

The May Sessions at the Central Criminal Court will begin on Monday 
next. Sir Henry Hawkins will be the presiding judge, and, in conse- 
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of the heavy nature of the calendar, he is expected to attend at the 
fa Bailey either on Monday afternoon or Tuesday morning, instead of 


Wednesday, as is usual. 
It is stated that a meeting of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division 
has been held to consider a communication on the subject of the Com- 
Court received from the president of the Incorporated Law Societ 
god signed by a number of solicitors. The communication, it is believed, 
states that any change is at present undesirable. 


The secretary of the General Council of the Bar has a with the 
guthorities at the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council Office to have 
the daily list of appeals sent to the office of the Council of the Bar at 2, 
Hare-court, Temple, where they can now be seen every evening. Arrange- 
ments are also being made for the list of House of Lords appeals to be 
gat to the same office shortly. 


The Trinity College, Dublin, Dining Club held their annual dinner on 
the 7th of May, having secured for their chairman the Lord Chief Justice 
of England, who is a member of the club. Amongst the other members 
present were Sir Spencer Wells, Bart., Sir Robert Ball, F.R.S., E. H. 
(arson, Q.C.. M.P., R. O. B. Lane, Q.C., E. Macrory, Q.C., and the 
following barristers: R. W. Andrews, W. F. Barry, Lynden Bell, G. V. 
Benson, M. J. Blake, T. H. Carson, H. H. Lawless, Trevor White, and 
R. Ringwood (hon. sec.). The guests included Sir William MacCormac, 
7.2.0.8., Jonathan Hutchinson, F.R.S., and Mr. Malcolm, M.P.j 


On the 11th inst. in the House of Commons Sir H. Fowler asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he had arrived at a decision as to the 
ication of the council of the Incorporated Law Society in respect of 
the increase of duties which had been imposed on them by recent 1 - 
lation. ‘The Chancellor of the Exchequer said : The application refe to 
isone for the grant to the Incorporated Law Society of a small portion of 
the revenue derived from the solicitor’s duty in order to defray the 
increasing cost of the statutory duties imposed on the society in cases of 
misconduct by members of the profession. There are some difficulties 
connected with the matter, but I think the request is reasonable, and I 
hope to have a clause in Committee on the Finance Bill in order to deal 
with it. 





The following commission days have been fixed for the ensuing Summer 
Assizes—viz.: Oxford Circuit (Hawkins and Oollins, JJ.)—Reading, 
Tuesday, June 16; Oxford, Saturday, June 20; Worcester, Wednesday, 
June 24; Gloucester, Monday, June 29; Monmouth, Monday, July 6; 
Hereford, Saturday, July 11; Shrewsbury, Tuesday, July 14; Stafford, 
Tuesday, July 21; Birmingham, Tuesday, July 28. Hawkins, J., pro- 
ceeds on circuit alone until Stafford is reached, when Collins, J., joins the 
circuit, and afterwards goes to Birmingham, where he joins Wills, J., 
while Hawkins, J., returns to town. Midland Circuit (Wills and Gran- 
tham, JJ.)—Aylesbury, Tuesday, June 16; Bedford, Saturday, June 20; 
Northampton, Wednesday, June 24; Leicester, Monday, June 29; Oak- 
ham and Lincoln, Saturday, July 4; Derby, Friday, July 10; Nottingham, 
Friday, July 17; Warwick, Wednesday, July 22; Birmingham, Tuesday, 
Jaly 28. “Grantham, J., goes on circuit alone until Warwick is reached, 
when Wills, J., joins the circuit, and afterwards proceeds to Birmingham. 
+ oom two judges be required at Nottingham, Wills, J., will join at that 


Onthe 8th inst. James Douglas Nightingale was charged at a London 
police-court, at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society, with having 
falsely pretended to be a solicitor. Mr. Humphreys appeared for the 
society. It seemed that Mrs. Lynes, the wife of a tobacconist in Wal- 
worth, was alleged to be indebted to Miss Kingdon, a dressmaker , and 
that the defendant, who was Miss Kingdon’s brother-in-law, wrote to her 
husband asking for the amount. Mr. Lynes took no notice of the letter, 
and the defendant wrote again, stating that unless he received the money 
before acertain day he should have no alternative but to take the necessary 
steps to recover it. Mr. Lynes, thinking the communication came from a 
solicitor, sent it to his own lawyer, who communicated with the Incor- 
porated Law Society, with the result that the present proceedings were 
taken. The defendant said it was ridiculous to allege that he had posed as 
asolicitor. His wife and sister were dressmakers, and Mrs. Lynes, who was 
’customer, knew them both intimately and was perfectly well aware of 
the relationship with him and that he was nota solicitor. It would be 
Preposterous if people seeking to obtain payment of a debt were not to be 
allowed to state that, failing payment, steps would be taken to recover it. 
The Lord Mayor said that both Mr. Lone and his solicitor were under 
the impression that it was a lawyer’s letter, and, although he did not 
think much of the case, he should fine him 10s. and 3s. costs. 








Warnine ro INTENDING Housr Purcuasers AND Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
65 Vi ed by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 

) Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas : 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrears 1x ATTEYDANCE on 


Appa. Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Clowes Godfrey 





Ward 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srraiixe. KeExewion. Romzs. 
Monday, Ma: 18 Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
—, ee t:) Rolt a 
Rolt Lavie” Pugh 
Varmer Carrington Beal 











The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 23rd day of May, and terminate 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fripay, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m CHaAncerY. 


BeaconsFrreLD Diamonp Mixtxa Co, Luatrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 4, 
directed to be heard on May 20. Thomson & Oo, 2 & 8, West st Finsbury circus, solors 
for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of May 19 : 

*Bucxnurst” Sap Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Harrison 
Forwood, 3, Crosby sq 

i od mor baa sail partioulass of their debta claims, to Mr. William 8 

eir names an ani i i or . > 
Ogle, 90, Cannon st. McKenna & Co, nt, Sele A enn Sete 

Daniret MarsHatt, Limirep—Creditors are a on or before June 
names and ad: and particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Peter’s alley, Co ‘ : 

Haprrevps Turxisn Batus Co, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or before May 22, to 
send their names and addresses, mg pe ny A or claims, to Job Night- 
ingale Derbyshire, Swann’s bldgs, gate, Notti 

“ IwperHoRNe” Sap Co, Limrrep—Creditors are req’ on or before June 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Harrison 
Forwood, 3. Crosby a ae rR 

Lyypuurst Sup Co, Lumtrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 5, directed to be 
heard on May 20. Travers & Co, 4, Throgmorton avenue, solors for petners. Notice of 
(OPENS HAE we Go SEE BS ES See Se eee 
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Norrmenan Preasure Steam Packet Co, Lunrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 22, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Job Nightingale Derbyshire, Swann’s bldgs, Wheeler gate, Ni 


Ramssorrom Paper Mixt Co, Linrrep (1xconPoraTED IN 1872)—Ci are required, on 
or before June 20, to send their names and adi and of their debts or 
a, Martin Luther Walkden, 10, Norfolk st, . Grundy & Co, solors 
to liquidator 

@ueen Reer Gotp Mixixe Co, Luntrep—Creditors are bre aye on or before June 15, 
to eir names and addresses, and i of and claims, to J. C 
Bolton and Alfred H. Oxenford, 140, Snell, solor, 1 and 2, George 


st, Mansion House 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 12. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep in CHANCERY. 


th of their debts or 
Peat, 3, Lothbury. Abrahams & Co, 8, Old Jewry, solors to liquidator: 

East Surrey Iron Works, Liurrrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward William 
Redman, 200, The Grove, Kensi nm “ 

NationaL Provipent Surety Association, Liwrrzp—All persons having any claim are 

required to send, on or before May 25, particulars of such claim, to Arthur E. Green, 17, 
Coleman st 
Tuonas C. Steepmanx, Luwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 27, to send 


J 

their names and ofiirenses, ond pantionings of tele Sette ox Sales, to Waller Sestt, 

Cogan House, Hull. Barker & Mayfield, Hull, solors for li is ; 
TraysvaaL Gop Expioration awp Lanp Co, Lumrte' are required, on or 
before Sept 8, to send their names and ad of their debts or 
i to Charles Lee Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria st. , Oct 26, at 2.15, is 
ted for heari Coens sees Se Ses See Freshfields & 

Bank bl solors for liq’ 


Weuuneron Dyzine anp Fintsuine Co, Liurrgp—Creditors are paved, on or before 
Wednesday, June %, to cend their names and addresws, nd particulars their debts 
pt a peaemghcneetomen: aoe 
‘or liqui 
Wioaw zxp Disraict Stzam Lauxpry, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Saturday, June 6, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. George Brown, 8, Exchange st, Manchester 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Liverroot Dreuips Fungrat Funp No. 2 District Farexpty Society, Camden Hall, 
Camden st, Li May 6 


. y 
Quvuegen’s Soar Works Tontive Society, 49, Blundell st, Li May 6 
Sr. Parrick’s Frienpiy Society, Greyhound “* , Staffs. May 6 
Wirxsworts District Wipow anp OrpHans’ Dp, Opp Fetiows Farenpiy Socisty, 
igh st, Bonsall, Derby. May 6 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, April 28. 
Buiiock-Barker, Wiit1aM Groner Bensauty, Shipdham Norf: . Gurney 
Seuclines JAMES, =e re bing 80. wich v 8 ya J 
Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, Temple ; 
London Gasetie.—Faipay, May 1. 
Dontnatox, mit Een Pe +o By, De 3 ye ae. See 6. 
Suyra, Rosert, Westbourne, retired Lieut.-Col. Junel. Smyth y Tham- 
son, Kekewich, J. Smythe, Bournemouth 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, May 5. 


As . Ji . j ‘ 
Masenpen, Lens take & Lake, New oy, Lincoln's ian une 1, Henley vy Majendie 





ew 
Pr w \ Sussex. June 2. Holland v Lyon, Chitty, J. Powell & 
my Sy te 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 


Londcm Gazette.—Fripay, May 1. 
Baremay, Gronce, Chiswick June1 Leathley & Wiles, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Breorrstarr, Jonx, West Smithfield, Banker May 31 Reynolds, West Smithfield 
Browsx.ow, Lucy, Alphington, Exeter May 28 Spottiswoode, Craven st 
Crasreer, Axx, Sheffield April 25 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Daur, Gzorcs, Plymouth May 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Dexter, Stersey, Sherwood, Notts, Farmer Augi Truman, Nottingham 
Dopp, Caarurs Joux, Uckfield, Sussex, Esq June 24 Watson, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Epwanps, Exizasers, Bath May 30 Wilson, Bath 


Exworr, Exrzasetns, Disley, Chester June1 Thistlethwaite, Manchester 

Freuprxe, Jars Rosert, Surgeon, Derby Junel Christian, Alfreton 

Graxt, Dame Hewnrerra Isasetia Parirra Caicuete, Chiswick May 28 Wynne & | ale 
Ss ’ 


Co, New court, Lincoln’s inn 


Hotes, Peres Forsiss, Sheffield, FileManager June1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Horwsz, Evtzasnern, Liverpool June1 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

Jaxsex, Jous Joserx, Finsbury Park June 24 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Joxzs, Cuantes Weicrt, South Mims, nr Barnet, Innkeeper June 24 Osborn Boyes, 


Barnet, Herts 
Lewis, Taomas, Falmouth July 1 Jenkins, Falmouth 


Lacatsocnp, Taomas, Ormskirk, Miller June 27 Weld & Thomson, Liverpool 
Lycert, Sm Fraxcis, Highbury grove May 31 Ingle & Co, Threadneedle st 





London Gasette—Turspay, May 5. 


Brep, Jawes, Lichfield Junel Russell, Lichfield 
a Wituram Heyry, Kingsland, Wheelwright June 15 Sewell & Co, Old 


Borresitt, Josern, York, Hair Dresser May 12 Brown & Elmhirst, York 
Davis, Epwrx, Plymouth June13 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

| Dexter, Stepney, Sherwood, Notts, Farmer Aug1 Truman, Nottingham 
| Dowex, Mary, Fakenham, 
Dowett, Rev Epwarp Witt14m, Fakenham, Norfolk June7 Carr, High Holborn 
Fiercure, Joun, Winterton, Lincs June 30 Goy & Cross, Barton on Humber 
Fow ter, Pururr Henry, Greenheys, Manchester June 3 Powell, Manchester 


Norfolk June6é Carr, High Holborn 


Haskins, Witx14y, Crickhowell, Breckon July8 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 


heme JosePH, Salisbury, Wilts, Solicitor June 30 Haynes & Claremont, Bloomsbury 


square 
| Sieeeeme Crcii1a, Birkdale, Southport June2 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
Mary, Birstall, York May 31 Scholetield & Co, Batley 
| Hucuss, Acnes Ann, Gipsy Hill, Surrey Junel GS & H Brandon, Essex st, Strand 
Ixciepoy, Freperick Jouy, Falmouth, Cornwall May 30 Marrack & Co, Truro 
| Soonraam. Grorce Witiiam Rodxe, Falmouth, Cornwall May 30 Marrack & Co 
J eer Davip = Jem, Flemingstone Court, Glamorgan June 1 Lewis & Jones, Mer. 
| Keexe, bg Ate Mary, Albany st, Regent’s Park June 4 Riddell & Co, John st, Bed. 


row 
Lorp, aiex, Todmorden June 30 Eastwoods & Sutcliffes, Todmorden 


Lycert, Dame Exrty Sanz Ametia, Cambridge gt, Regents Park May 31 Ingle & Co, Lucas, Epwarp, Harpton, Radnor, Gardener May 30 Temple & Philpin, Kington, 


le 
Lywoop, Marr y wo Headland, Downton, Wilts June 16 


McGazcoz, James, East India avenue June 20 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Mepiocx, Witu1am, Bedford sq Juneé Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 

Merraxa, Lovisa Exizaners, Countess, Richmond June 10 White, Putney 
Miarix, Exua, Handsworth Woodhouse June1l Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Mowrxz, Tuouas Ratpzs, Deal June2 Brown & Brown, Deal 


Mvgray-Cazsox, Faxsy Exizaneta, Canterbury June 24 


inn 
Oxuer, Rev Jous Swapr, Scarborough Junel Birdsall & 


Rasax, Jamues, Bedford, Miller June1 Jessopp & Son, Bedford 
Ricuanps, Wit1am, Maidenhead, Berks June10 Allen & Son, Carlisle 


Secxer, Rev Tuomas Jacxsox, Binley, Coventry June 30 


ton 
Susior, Isazetia, Sheffield June 27 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
SurcuT,Jawes Ancursatp, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne, Leather Merchant June 1 


Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Surrs, Mozcax, Aberdare JuneS Jones, Mountain Ash 


Scmmeeri2.p, Jozx, Snelson, Chester, Farmer June 1 Symonds, Cambridge 
Towers, Wiiu14u, Cambridge June 13 Burrows, Cambridge 

Viscest, Gzorez, Ashbocking, Suffolk May 31 Steward & Rouse, Ipswich 

‘Wat, Joux, Central Meat Market Mayi5 Sheehy, Coleman st 

Wuuets, Tsomas Hocazrs, Liverpool, Provision Merchant June9 White, Liverpool 
Youss, Tzouas, Kendal, Westmrld, Draper May 20 Watson & Chorley, Kendal 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Fuivar, May 8. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Arsswosrs, Samvet, Claveriey, Salop, Farmer Madeley 
Pet April 15 5 Ord May 5 

Armsworrs, Wuiisax Newsorv, Morley, Yorks, Con- 

Dewsbury Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Sa Ironfounder Liverpool 
Pet Ord May 5 


ood fey a, Scarborough Scarborough Pet May 4 


Berrax, Ricuazp, Carlisle, Boot Dealer Carlisle Pet 
April 27 Ord May 4 
Biasp, Rozzer, Darlington, Hatter Stockton on Tees 
Pa May5 Ord May i 
— Sa z, Sneinton, Notts Nottingham Pet April 
74 
ae. Norwich Pet April 
Cousrz, Eowazn, Bow, E. Flour Factor High Court Pet 
5 Ord May5 
Cops, Warez, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet Mayi Ord 


May 5 
Dessrit, Jamus, Leeds Leeds Pet May6 Ord May6é 
Dussvaiz, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Hall Pet May6é Ord May 6 
Stretford, Manch » 

Manchester Pet May Ord May 5 
Eesesuson, Haxey Stxeerez, Warrington, Mason War- 

rimgton ate h F wrwdny be 
Evaxzt, Jomx B 











Be Pet May 6 ~ fe a 

Tsomas SET, ortham, Southampton, Baker 
Pa May 5 May 
F Kingstce upon Hull Kingston i 


as Out Mey — Me a 
Gerrrex, wig Coxon, ’ va aA 
ea 7 peenaiemsn | 


+ 2; 75 “ded Mar 


i Barreca, oo 
Bankruptcy ea ipa Carey st 


Herefords 
Powning, Salisbury 


Maveuam, Tsomas, West Hartlepool June6é Edger, Hartlepool 
Mep.anp, Cuantes Branpon, Clapham, Surrey June 30 GR Browne & Co, Church ct 
MILLEs, a — Frepenicx, Officer, Sialkot, India July 1 Kingsford & Co, 


Can 
Morey, — 1 oo nr Rotherham June 20 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 


Mact, Rev Ricnarp Granam, Hopesay, Salop June 24 Bailey & White, Winchester 
Penpieton, Sauugt, Derby June 24 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 


Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s | press, Coantes Henry, Brighton May 31 Stockton & Sons, Banbury 


Cross, Scarborough 


coln’s inn fields 


Rapcuirrs, Squire, Halifax, Woollen Finisher June1 Ingram & Huntriss, Halifax 
| Roszers, Witt14m, Virginia Water, Surrey Juve 15 Coote & Ball, Cursitor st 
Samupa, Cuarces Josepx, Dartmouth Park rd, Highgate rd July1 Rooke & Sons, 


Ashton & Woods, Warring- ' 5,27, Witt1am, Westbourne, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. June 5 Webb, Portsea 


| Topp, Gzorce Wiysiow, Ipswich, Butcher June1 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 
Wa ker, Saran, Aston, Warwickshire June1 Chinn, Birmingham 


an se Percy Burvet, Reigate, Surrey, Captain June3 Clarkson & Toovey, 


Wusos, Caarues, Glendou 
Cheltenham 








Host, Frepzrics, Earl Stonham, 7 Grocer Bury St 
Edmunds Pet May6 Ord Ma 

Jacxsox, WILLIAMSon, ~~ aaa t& Grocer Bradford 
Pet May 5 Ord May5 

Levy, Jous, {9 ee rd, Printer High Court Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 

Lzwis, Tuomas, Caerleon, Haulier Newport, Mon Pet 
May6 Ord May6 

Lyspexs, Witt1am AgTaue, Plymouth, Tobacconist Ply- 
mouth Pet May5 Ord May 

Mazris, Sipxey Josepn, Tenatote, Tarcur Xcovil Pet 
May4 Ord -_“! 

Mavcopz, Feascis C, Windsor Castle, Berks Windsor Pet 
April 11 Ord May 2 

McDoratp, Wiit1am, Gloucester, Tailor Gloucester Pet 
May5 Ord May5 

——, Sauce, Noursorrz, Scarborough Scarborough 

4 


et May4 Ord Ma 
ee Sener ae 


Natsax, Eowazp, Fins! 

Court PetJanw O 
Pawxer, Ricuagp, note ag Builder Plymouth Pet 
Ma Ord May 4 


y4 


| Paxros, wet Staffordshire, Bricklayer Walsall Pet 


May4 Ord May4 


Pov.err, The Bt Hon wapsen. ee, Earl, Queen’s gt, 


High Court Pet April9 Ord May 6 
Rovsox, Matruew, Souoen Scorr Rossos, Gates- 
Map Newcastle on Tyne Pet May4 Ord 


t | Oe... 5-4 James, Lee, Kent, Wheelwright Green- 


wich Pet Aprili4 Ord May5 
Suazr, waneen, & Working Jeweller Leicester 


i Pe May 2 
i Sees AVID, Ord May 3 Yorks Bradford Pet May 4 
j y4 
Srozey, Hexer, Bank Manager Sunderland 
Pa 18 Ord May 6 


| Taiz, sey, Cambridge, Machinist Peterborough 


Pe May5 Ord May 56 


| Tarioe, ey Skir with Cumberland, Carpet Weaver 


Carliske Pet May4 Ord May 4 


| Watson, Geoses Squises, Lamgtowe, Cambridge, Inn- 


Pet May5 Ord May 6 
Wiusimorr, Joux, Schoolmaster Plymouth 
Pa May5 Ord May 5 


PIEST MEETINGS 


| Ariix, oy no Cardiff, Coal Merchant May 19 at ll Off 


a Cardit 


lane 
Wiuiaus, Ricaarp, Maidstone, Kent, Grocer May 30 Ellis, Maidstone 


ran, Cheltenham, Esq Sept 1 Winterbothams & Gurney, 


Witsoxe, George Hatpanz, Esq, Newhaven, Sussex June8 Bedford, Newhaven 
Woop, Isaac, Ynysybwl, Glam, Builder June1 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 
Dez ra Wycue, Perer, Levenshulme, Lancs, Rate Collector June5 Ogden Hardicker, 


Benriey, Rozert, Scarborough pay 15at11 Off Bee, 
74, Newborough St fislens, Greens 

Berey, Ricaarp, 8t a May 19 at 12 
0: , 35, Victoria st, 

mw 4 E, Virginia Water | May 19 at Off Rec, Ogden 


chmbrs, 
Buivert, H Tt Becktatan May May 15 at 11 Bankruptey 


bldgs, Carey st 
ao, J oom, Middlesborough May 20 at3 Off Rec, 8, 
bert rd, Middlesboro 


Baabure, Freperick, Leeds, Commission Agent May 18 
atll Off a 22, 


C: Pi rb Engine Dr Ma t 12 Off 
Low, Peres, river 15 @ 
Ree, 17, papain A Y st 4 
Dixoy, , Evizapere, (Sede sme ufacturer May 18 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 42, St Tohn’s hill, Shrewsbury 
anon Wesees, Troutbeck, Westmrid, Farmer 
May 23 11.30 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, 


Epuunps, James Coarces, Southampton, Builder May 15 
at 3.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

EssennicH, Henay Streeter, Warrington May 22 at 
10.50 Court house, U, wl gy st, Warrington 

Evans, ee: Hewyry, Northam, Southampton, Baker 
May 19 at Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton * 

Fiscugn, on Ete ” Gracechurch st, 
May 15 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Goopman, Wiut1am, Anlaby, Yorks, Cartman May 16st 
11.30 Off Bee, Trinity use lane, H 

Mencons, | Waenem Josera, Salford, Moshine Fitter May 
19 at Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hotes, Wassse Sandhutton, or Tht, Joiner May 18 

11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Husse.t, Tuomas, Port Talbot, Glam, Builder May 15at 


12 BSwagsea 
Joums, Samven Evans Newbridge, Mon, Grocer May 15 
t'12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 2 
Joxzs, Henry Wcaee, Longton, Staffs, Engineman 
May 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Kigey, Heesewr Witisan, Rs ag Yorks, Printer May 

16 at i Cs ee, Seay Beem ee Hull on 
Mason, Jou, Leeds, Cabinet Maker May 15 at 12 
22, Park row, Leeds 
watent beets ery Builder May 16 at 110 


24, app. rid 
MoDoiaio, Whsttai, Gloucester, Tailor May 16 at 3 Bell 
Moun, Bauve. Nowruonrs, Scarborough May 15 # 2 


Ott ec, 74, Newborough st, Bearborough 
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tiseas, Euity Kare, Ni 
atll Off Rec, St Peter’s at walk, Nottingham 

Paasce, Wout Newcastle under Lyme, Gihocer May 21 

Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

a Evax, Crumlin, Mon May 15 at12.30 Off Rec, 
Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Nene gy Mon o8 Of Re 
MIAME adie bourer y 2 at3 

” 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Rupp, — Earlestown, Lancs, —S — — 19 
at 2. ’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man 


tt, nown, Godliman st, Paper a} ay 18 
oar) 12 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 
Tomas, Joux, Mountain Ash, sh, Glam, Grocer May 15 at 2 
65, High st, Merthyr 


Hh, GEORGE F wit a Cambs, Innkeeper 
May 15 at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty cury, Cambridge 

Wooowett, Eowarp Henry CLARE, beth May 15 at 
2.30 Ban Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AmswortH, Witt1am Newso.p, Morley, Yorks, Contrac- 
tor Dewsbury Pet May5 Ord May5 

AnpowsurTs, ARTHUR, ~ cata Ironfounder, Liverpool 
Pet May 5 Ord May 6 

BenTLey, Allg Scarborough Scarborough Pet May 
4 Ord May 4 


BLAND, Resees, ee Hatter Stockton on Tees 
Pet May 5 Ord Ma: 
Baiscoz, RicHarp eetonien, New Broad st, Explosives 
Merchant High Court Pet March 21 Ord May 6 
CanTweicHt, Tuomas, Kettering, Northampton orth- 
ampton Pet Feb 20 Ord May 4 

Qanisrian, James Fownewt, Southampton row, Blooms- 
bury, Pen Manufacturer High Court Pet April 23 
Ord May 5 

Cosxen, Epwarp, Bow, E, Flour Factor High Court Pet 
May5 Ord May5 


y 
Czourtoy, Exizasetu. Southport Liverpool Pet March 28 
Ord May 6 
Ons, W. ALTER, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet May 4 Ord 
5 


y 

DesneLt, James, Leeds Leeds Pet May6 Ord May 6 

DuspaLe, Jonn, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Daiver, CHARLES, Manchester, Accountant Manchester 
May 5 Ord May 5 

Essennicu, Henry Brnreren, Warrington Warrington 
Pet May5 Ord M 

Evans, Jonny, Denbigh, Watchmaker Bangor Pet Oct 9, 
1893 Ord April 27 

Evans, Jonn Rosert, Lianberis, Butcher Bangor Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 

ity = Tuomas Benry, Northam, Southampton, Baker 

pton Pet May4 Ord May 5 

ag Freparick, Bedminster, Accountant Bristol Pet 
April 27 Ord my + | 

Force, Joun Henry, Islington, Commission Agent High 
Court Pet April10 Ord May 6 

FeeipenTHAL, Harris, mn —- Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May 5 Ord May 

Goopmax, Wittiam, Anlaby, Yorks. Cartman Kingston 
upon Hi Pet May2 Ord May 4 

pose, eS Chelmsford, Carter Chelmsford Pet May 


GREENER, pam ty — Newport Newport, Mon Pet 
May6 Ord May —_ 

Haxcock, easen Sin Salford, aa, Machine 
Fitter Salford Pet May 2 Ord May 4 

Howwzs, Joux Epwanrp, ri Mey Dae Traveller 
Carlisle PetMay4 Ord Ma 

Hot, Frepericx, 1 Souham Suffolk, Grocer Bury 

Edmunds Pet Ma: Ord May 5 
nae, Wiuiamson, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer Brad- 


Pet May5 Ord May 
Lavy, Jouny, Sees rd, Printer High Court Pet 
May6 Ord Ma 
Lewis, THomas, Caerleon, Mon, Haulier Newport, Mon 
Pet May6 Ord May 
Lyxpex, eenien fan rn, Plymouth, Tobacconist Ply- 
mouth, Pet May4 Ord May5 
Mosizy, Sanve. ae sy a Scarborough Scarborough 
Pet May 4 May 4 
ar Wessel Leicester Leicester Pet May 2 Ord 
y 
Tayior, Hevaey, ey a Machinist Peterborough Pet 
May4 Ord Muy 
Taytor, Warsor, "skirwith, Cumbrid, Carpet Weaver 
lisle Pet May 4 Ord M ay 4 
Wane, ye pin st, Auctioneer High Court Pet 
a 
Warsox, Groner + A Longstowe, Pumbeidece, Inn- 
weet ——- Pet hey © . God in 
mont, JOHN, paeat Sc! cclenaier on outh 
Pet May5 Ord May 2 


London tee tina. May 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arpieny, yt JAMES, Goasten, Lancs, Baker Liver- 
tMay7 Ord May 8 
_— Tuoxas, Brighton, Cowkeeper Brighton Ord 
a 
Dosrinso, Joux Gzoros, Ashwell, Herts, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Cambridge Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Bossixenan, James Wituiam, Hundleby, aes Wheel- 
t Lincoln Pet May9 Ord May 
Deewouru, Groner, Worcester, Fish Dealer Worcester 
Pet May8 Ord May 8 
EORGE Saree, Leeds, Game Dealer Leeds Pet 
y? Ord Ma 
i Cutrron, Wigan, Comedian Leicester Pet 
Ce Ord May 8 
TTLE, aL, Winton, Mente, Licensed Victualler 
Pet April 238 Ord May 
Cuarmax, Anruur, and Eowias ‘einen. Tamehouse, 
x High Court Pet my A Ord May 
¥, Cuaaies re Durham, Boot Dealer t-. Am Pet 


Dar, Cums Upper Norword, Stationer Oroydon 


STOPHER, 
May4 Ord 





. 


Begstey, Grorce Gow, 2 
Breeder Rrigh' 


Sussex, Poultry 
al ok 9 at, May 9 

Ex.wortay, Taomas, Wi Baker Dorchester Pet 
Mays Ord May8 

Esricut, Rosert Atrrep, Stoke Pestagten, Auctioneer 
Edmonton Pet March 17 Ord May 

Evans, Davip, South Shields Neweastle on Tyne Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

Garter, Henry, Stafford, Insurance Agent Stafford Pet 
May 9 Ord May 9 

Goopwix, Hersert, Long Sutton, bb SAaen Wheelwright 
King’s Lynn Pet May7 an 

se leon, Silvertown, Baker High Court Pet May 
8 y 

Haweiss, Rosert Morzis, coum rd, Tailor High Court 
Pet April 30 Ord Ma 

Chene, See et Timber Merchant Kidder- 

wig * nha Ord May 5 

PR Samue. Wi green, Clerk High Court Pet 
April16 Ord May 8 

Jounson, WILLIAM Fuspenice, Fulham High Court Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

Luoyp, Euma, Newtown, Mont, Coal Merchant Newtown 
Pet May8 Ord May8 

Loyeman, Jony, Eastbourne, Milliner Eastbourne Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

Nicuovas, Lurwettyn Witttam, Merthyr Colliery 

Merthyr Tydfil Pet May 9 Ord Onl Bay 9 
OLDERSHAW, es (sen), and Francis O.persHaw 
Heanor, uilders Derby Pet May 6 rd 


May 6 

Piasxitt, Sypvey, Louth, Lines, Tailor Gt Grimsby 
Pet May5 Ord Mays 

Reap, CHaRLes Weesam, Ni eaten, Wilts, Farmer Salia- 

ury Pet May7 Ord May 
Reprata, Henry, West Hartlepool, Blacksmith Sunder- 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Ruwxcrtox, Frep ALexanper, Leicester, Saddler Leicester 
Ro co a | Be Sages Stockton 
BINSON, WILLIAM, 

on Tees Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Ssuru, Frank Hersert, St Leonard’s on Sea, Hairdresser 
Hastings Pet MayS8 Ord May8S 

Sara, bay otr Dorset, Ironmonger Salisbury Pet April 
21 

Surrn, Ropertr i Shepton Mallet, Glass Dealer Wells 
Pet Ma: Ord May 7 

SurHeRLanD, Ropert James Burpiss, Newcastle on 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet April22 0 


May 9 

TasTTretix, Joun Buiunt, Gt } ral Blacksmith Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 7 Ord Ma 

Tomurs, Witiiam, Paulton, Lancs, Y Baker Preston Pet 
May9 Ord May9 

Weise, Cant, Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May9 Ord May9 

bei CHaRiEs, 5 Engine Fitter Notting- 
ham Pet May9 Ord Ma 

bear ~ 2 ~~ eee Builder Poole Pet April 22 

y 
Weugee, Poeuem, Blackpool Preston PetMayS Ord 
y 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Assen, Seam Garforth, Yorks May 20at12 Off Rec, 

22, 


row. 
ANDERSON, ‘Tuomas Kendal, Plasterer May 23 at 11 
@ Hotel, , Kendal 


rosvenor 
mae —— ~ t,t paddler May 19 at 12 Off 


Berram, acon Caribe, Bact Boot De Dealer May 22 at2 Off 
Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 

BLENcowe, Wiu14x, Kidderminster Baker May 20 at 2.15 
8 Th , Kidderminster 

Bromiey, Howarp, Handsworth May 20 ati11 23, Col- 


more row, Birmingham 

Bryans, Groner, Sneinton, ert May 19 at 11 Off Ree, 
8t Peter’s Church walk, N 

Burns, J, Norwich, Fruit’ Merchant May Wat 4 Off 
Ree, 8, King 


Cc GA ag ct, Vexwich Ma: t Bankru 
ANNOT, ersbury y 19 at 12 y 
Carey st “ 


Couss, THomas, Neath May 20 at 2.15 Off Rec, 31, Alex- 
an rd, Swansea 
WARD, bidge Carey _—_ Factor May 19 at 2.30 
Crowpy, James, Bagewater, Solicitor May i19ati1l Bank- 
ruptey 
May 20 at11 Off Rec, Park row, 


Forp, W, Robtow, am, Builder May 19 at 12 Bank- 
ru 

Fores, yd Se ee a Abchurch lane, famine Agent 
May 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

eee Haarriss, Kingston — Hull May 20 at 
11 Off Reo, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Hiaas, bain Kidderminster, Timber Merchant May 
20at1.45 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Hotes, Joun Epwanp, Penrith i Senin 
May 22at3 Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlis 


Corner, 


DenneEwu, James, 
Leeds 


Imbert, Jean, Crutched me he ine Merchant 19 at 
ll * Bankruptcy May 


Jackson, by ame vr fe! Yorks, Grocer May 19 
, Manor row, Bradford 
JaMES, a... tone Glam, Collier May 19 at 12 


J wt, Hh sy ‘aerthy Tp 


— Fulham May 22 at 12 
Krax, ap 


Commission Agent May 19 at 12 
Off Reo, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


Lanes, Faspenick Rupours, and Hramwayy Orro Layer, 
Li Furriers May 22 at 12 Olt Reo, 83, Vis. 

avenue, Printer May 19 at ll 

Martins, Stoney Josarn, Somerset, Farmer 20 atl2 
Threa , Yeovil _ 


‘eo 
Moki ey Cunistiax, Lg ch Sal Auctioneer 
May 22at 2.15 Queen's Hotel ~. 








Rg CM C3 eat Confectioner 
Nartaay, Epwagp, pvmnt, Importer May 
May 21 at 11 Giga 


Cea a oo the elder, and Fraycis OLpersaaw 
: May 19 at 3 Off Rec, 40, 8 


Mans; 

Peerwess, LES MarruEw, Plumber May 19 
at3 Off Rec. 4, Pavilion 

Porg. JAMES, nr May 19 at 1.15 


Pest ie Rt Hon Wiiu1am Hesey, aot, Queen’s gt 
May 21 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
oo: Cuartes, Barnet, Herts, Machine Agent May 19 at 
Off 95, Temple chmbrs, 
ecomul ik Eowargp (aay ee Bassett, 
Berks May19 at3 Bankruptcy Office, 1, St Aldates, 


Oxf 

Swart, Wim, Leicester, Working Jeweller May 19 at 

‘30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Sars, a Shaftesbury, Dorset, Ironmonger May 19 
atl 

cores, aes Hesyry, North Kensington, Merchant 

ecemirte Hewey, Yorks, Grocer May 19 at2 Off Rec 

Srewakrt, Davip, Bradford, Yorks May 20 at 11 Off Rec 

3i, Manor mag Bradford 
Srupss, Wittiax, Fish Salesman May 2 
at 12.30 a a Northampton 


aes Hewry, Come oR mm May 29 at 11.30 
w Courts, = 


me Warsox. . Carpet Weaver May 22 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 


Wane, Taro, Regent st, Auctioneer May2?2atil Bank- 
ruptey te ~ 
Warkiss, D. Ash, Glam, Commission 


May 20 at 2 a2 High Mors Ty 
Exyest Boot Dealer May 
wal at ll a Gan 
Wootrer, Joux, and Epwagp Percivat Wooier, Dews- 
, Yorks, Corn Millers May 19 at 2.45 Off Rec, 
tome Bore ad 
Waseem, Es Epw. Cuagctes Epwarp Jouy WILu1axs, 
i, Meese Desemtess May 22 at 2.30 Bank- 
sup talon Ung eb 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


App.esy, AnTruur James, Garston, Lancs, Baker Liver- 
” Pet May 7 Ord May 8 
Beestey, Grorce 


Bosham, Sussex, Poultry 

B Bens ee Reiegten Hck. Court Pet 
ENJAMIN, AMIN, 

me Ord May’ Hundleby, Lines, Wheel- 

wGHAM, James WILLIAM, 

Lincoln Pet May9 = May 9 
Bosworrs, ———, ‘Worcester, Fish Dealer Worcester 
Pet MayS Ord Mays 

Berean, as Sacinton, Notts Nottingham Pet April 
Seem: ~ ene Fruit Merchant Norwich Pet April 


Grouse Sanes, Leeds, Game Dealer Leeds 
7 Ord May7 

CamPBBLL, Ciirrorp,. Wigan, Comedian Leicester Pet 
May7 Ord Mays 

CaTTsLL, ye Newport Salop, Salop, Schoolmaster Stafford 
= W T Palmerston bldgs High Court 

Dove.as, Aad TLLIAM, 
Pet March 20 Ord 8 

Downey oe eae High Court Pet March 27 

Excworstar — Sp Se, Baker Dor- 

ate hee 
wes = Jou Agrave, pl High Court Pet March 


—aapscomee ne Stafford Pe 


eran 
Pet 


N Lis Wi 
ICHOLAS, .-: riyail ee Maro On -. Giiny 
and Francis OLpsrsnaw, 
Derby, “Derby Pet May 5 Ord 


a Wout 


Reap, Cuances ee ae Wilts, Farmer Salis- 

Pet T May S$ 
Repeats, Heyay, wen Pees, Blacksmith Sunder 
Rrererox, Faap =a, Leicester, Saddler Leices- 

ter Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Rosixsox, Wr Repairer Stockton 
— = B Herts, Machine Agent Bar 

%t Pet Mayl Ord May 6 
Swirs, Ropar Mallet, China Dealer Wells 


Tarrretix, Joax Buoxt, Gt Grimsby, Blacksmith @¢ 


Pet May 7 ‘Ord May T 
Ny Ey Wane Hexay Wieosart 
Tottenham court rd High Court Pet Fed 2 Ord 
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—_—oe Preston Pet MayS Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Wixorove, Ricnarp Pact, Clifton gdns, Maida hill, Finan- 

= ga High Court Adjud Aug 25,1893 Annul 
ye, 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

May 18.—Messrs. Desewnam, Tewson, Faruen, & Bripcr- 
water, at the Mart, at 2, 78 Freehold Houses, 10 with 
Shops, and 12 sets of Stables, at Notting-hill (see adver- 
tisement, May 9, p. 488 

May 18.—Messrs. Weatrsenatt & Green, at the Mart, at 
1, Important Block of Offices known as Lonsdale 
—- 27, Chancery-lane (see advertisement, May 2, 

May 18.—Mr. Wiii1am Warretey, at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold Residence, ‘* Ed 





endale,” Springfield Park, Acton, 


with stabling, &e. (see advertisement, May 2, p. 3). 


May 18.— Messrs. Dowserr, Kxicut, & Co., at the Mart, at | 
2, Freehold Bui 


| 
| 


Building Land known as the Rookery Estate | 
at —_ (see advertisement April 25, | 


page 

May 19.—Mesers. Denexnam, Tewson, Fanuen, & Bripce- 

Wa at the Mart at 2, Freehold Ground-rents of £350, 

upon Warehouses in Fann-street and Fann- 
court, Aldersgate-street, with reversions (see advertise- 
ment May 9, page 488). 

May 19.—Messrs. Fosrzz, at the Mart, at 2 for 3, Leasehold 
Ground-rents of £226 upon properties at Pad- 
dington ; also Reversion to one-seventh share of a Moiety 
im mortgage securities and stock valued at over £8,100, 


PRELIMINARY ANNOUNCEMENT. 
charming of Norfolk, about 4 miles from 
e Stations on the 
reat i , and 90 miles from London, 
situated in the parishes of South Pickenham, North 
Pickenham, Great Cressingham, Ash-hill, Houghton-on- 
the-Hill, Holme Hale, and Hilborough.—An exceeding} 
desirable, attractive, and ae pare an 
Residential Estate, known as Pickenham , occupying 
a delightful situation in the midst of an extensive and 
well-timbered park. The estate, which lies within a ring 
fenee, comprises an area of about 5,300 acres, and is 
divided up in extensive and well-cultivated farms, wood- 
lands, small holdi &c. Themansion, which is delight- 
fully situated, of elegant structure, and planned for the 
accommodation of a nobleman or gentleman of fortune, 
and the gardens, pleasure grounds, parks, lodges, hot- 
houses, ice-house, spacious kennels, excellent 
stables, coach-houses, and other suitable buildings, con- 
tain together about 300 acres, and are laced in nearly 
the centre of the estate, through which runs a trout 
stream, intersecting the park in front of the mansion. 
The coursing on the estate is excellent, and game of all 
kinds abound upon this and the adjoining properties. 
Last year’s fn bag comprised from 5,000 to 6,000 head 
of game and over 2,500 rabbits, oe —— being 
kept. Capital hunting with the West No ‘olk Fox- 
hounds, the property being in the centre of the hunting 


| district. 
ESSRS. J. A. LUMLEY & CO. have 


received instructions from the owner to SELL by 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, 
E.C., in JUNE or JULY, 1896 (unless previously sold by 


| private treaty) 


Particulars can be of the Solicitors, Messrs. Keith, Blake, 


| & Co., The Chantry, Norwich ; or of the Auctioneers, J. 


on death of a lady aged 68 (see advertisement | 


pa: 
May 9, page 498). 

May 19.—Mesers. Daven & Co., at the Mart, at 2, Fee 
Farm Rents of £461 8s. 8d., secured on estates 
and Somerset (see advertisement May 9, page 5). 


May 19.—Messrs. Friten, Horsry, Soxs, & Casset, at 

Mart, at 12, Freehold Wharf tty on the 

Thames at Bermondsey 
week. p. 5). 

a oe Beas, Breyerr, & Exprincz, at the 

Freebold Farms at Bury St. Edmunds; Residence 

at Anerley, and also the Advowson of Shelland, near 

see advertisement, April 18, p. 4). 

May 20.—Mesers. Eowix Fox & Bovsrigxp, at the Mart, at 
2, Half of a Freehold King’s Share in the New River 
Co. ; also Investments in Crown Leases of 179 and 181, 
Regent -street (sce advertisement, May 9, p. 488). 

May 21.—_Mesers. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2, the Ground Leaee of about 90 years, with pos- 
session, of the choice Town House, &c., No. 36, Berke- 
ley-equare (see advertisement May 9, page 458). 

May 21.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & Cranfield, at the Mart, at 
2, Beversions, Life Interests, Annvities, Life Policies, 

&c. (see advertisement this week, on back page). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 





Lumley & Co., Lumley House, 34, St. James’s-street, 
London, 8.W. 





‘LONDON INTER. LAWS & LL.B. 


in Wilts | 


EXAMINATIONS. 


| University Correspondence College 


Wall ‘(see advertisement, this | 





Specially Prepared Courses of Lessons. 


Students are prepared for these Examinations by a 


| London LL.D., who was University Law Exhibitioner, 


and first in First-class Honours in Jurisprudence and 
Roman Law. 
&@ At Inter. Laws, LL.B., and LL.D., 1896, 
17 University Correspondence College 
Students Passed, with 9 places in 
Honours and the Gold Medal at 
LL.D. 
Prospectus and full particulars may be had, post-free, 
on application to— 
Tue Secretary (Univ. Corr. Coll. London Office), 
32, Red Lion-square, Holborn, W.C. 


THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 


} 
| 


(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal : Mx. J. bene ge B.A. (Law Honours 
on 


Tutors: A Noweer or Hicu-ciass Hoysours Grapvares, 
BakgisTeRs, A™D SPECIALISTS. 


Preparation in small Classes and by ieee 
ivi i ut. 


Th ’ 
Address: Tz Perscipat, Burtiseton Ciasses, 


26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoricrTors’ JOURNAL, | 


26s. Od. ; by Post, 28. 0d. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


27, Cuancery-Laxe, W.C. 





EMPLE.—Residential Chambers to be 


Let, Unfurnished; situated close to the Temple- | 
isting of seven rooms and a bath-room on | 


gardens, and cons i b om 0 
two floors (two extra rooms might be had if_reqr’red) ; 
electric light ; attendance if wished.—Agents, Haurron & 
Sons, 1, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


Crna in BEDFORD ROW.—To be 
AF iste Gomenl Flons, compuiciag Sout 08 Seoutar, 
<3, Bediord-sow, ——_ seeks 


CAUTION. | 


It having come to our knowl 
that some person or persons, fal 
stating they were our representatiy 
have been visiting certain towns solj. 
citing orders for copies of our 


PRACTITIONER'S 
PROBATE MANUAL, 


By 8. WILKINSON, 


and have been successful in some cases 
in obtaining money from intendi 
purchasers of the Book under the 
promise that we would supply same 
we hereby beg to warn those desirous 
of obtaining copies of the Book not to 
hand orders or cash to any but our 
own authorised Representatives, who 
hold, for production if required, the 
necessary authority. 


(Signed) 
WATERLOW & SONS, Limited, 
London Wall, London. 


‘1.0 INSURANCE COMPANIES and others. 
—Excellent Suite of Offices on first and upper floors, 
| Ground floor could be arranged for if desired ; entrances 
| from King Wi"liam-street or Cannon-street ; rent £500 
inclusive-—Matruews & Matruews, Agents, 8, Old Jewry, 
E.C. (1496a.) 




















| 


QOLICITOR (28, Admitted) Requires 

| \-* Managing or General Clerkship with firm of 

| standing in town or country, latter preferred ; moderate 

salary; highest references.—Ad¢ress, Souiciros, Adver- 

tising Offices, 10, High Holborn. 

ae PARENTS and GUARDIANS.—An 
Opening for an A:.icled Pupil in high-class West- 

end Dental Practice.—Apply, Dentist, care of 8. W. 

Easton, 62, Great Portland-street, W. 


VALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 
ighest price given for Old Point and Modern Beal 


Laces, Old Embroideries, &c.—Haywarp’s, 166 and 16, 
Oxtord-street, W. Established 1770. 


EDE AND SOE, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Tow 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
| Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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INSTITUTED 1817. 
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THE ANNUAL GENERAL COURT will be held at the Haut or tae Iycorroratep Law Soorzry, on Taursbsl, 


the 28th day of Mur, 1596. 


To receive from the Board of Directors a Report and Statement of Accounts for the past «year. 


And to elect Officers for the ensuing year. 
The Directors suggest that one of the Aunitors should be a Chartered Accountant. 


7 he 


Devereux-buildings, Temple, W.C., 
16th May, 1696. 


Chair to be taken at TWO o'clock precisely. 


By order of the Board, 
ARTHUR OARPENTER, Seoretary. 


7.4/ 





May 16, 1896, ™ 








g™ 


Suitab 
THE 








TOTA: 


‘Fe =] 
eel 


PRPERE? 
4 ppege? ; 





